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ABSTRACT x 

A detailed descriptive analysis of ooth tiie direct 
and indirect; costs incurred by the Federal government in operating 
the ERIC system, and the usfer population and user demand for EBIC 
products and services, this study is based on data gathered rroa $ 
number of complementary sources. These sources included a survey ox 
ERIC'S U.S. intermediate faccess points*! (a cade axe and pudixc - 
libraries, information centers, clearinghouses): cost data drawn fro© 
site visits and, archival budgetary materials: surveys of ERIC 
requestors intended to provide user profiles as veil as measures of 
user satisfaction: and a survey of educational practitioners,, 
administrator^ and researchers designed to measure awareness ana use 
of 1 ERIC. A generalized conceptual framework within which to view the 
operation of a sy'&tem such as EBIC is developed, ESIC access points 
are- described by type and function, and EBIC usage is examined with 
respect to demand levels and products ^and services utilized. The 
costs of the EBIC system are k categorized by EBIC system participant, 
system "products and services, and system functions. Recommendations 
for further* analysis are made. The seven appendices, all concerned 
with study methodology, include Copies of the survey instruments, and 
-55 tabltes- and -9 figures summarize the data. (JL) 
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SECTIOM I 
STUDY OBJECTIVES 



The primary objective of this otudy can be stated very briefly: to 
describe the cost and usage of the ERIC system. 

By "cost" we mean the direct and Indirect costs incurred by^rhe 
Federal Government and other ERIC system participants in (0 operating the 
ERIC system and (2) providing access- to and using the information which it 
produces and distributes* By "usage" we ©can the description of the 
individuals whose requests for ERIC information products and services are 
satisfied in whole or in part by the variety of intermediary organizations 
which provide access to £RIC* In addition* The description of usage includes 
an estitaate of the annual demand for ERIC products and services ss well as a 
description of the purposes for which ERIC information is sought as well as 
overall awareriess of and satisfaction with ERIC* 

The method used to accomplish this objective has been to develop a 
multi-faceted database which- has been used to prepare the quantitative des- 
cription of the 'ERIC system which is presented in this report. More impor- 
tantly, the data sources described in this report and in its appendices arc 
designed to be used by NIE in the future for its own internal research and 
development" purposes* 

To the best of our knowledge* these data constitute the most 
thorough description of a Federal Information system of ERIC's type which has 
ever been attempted. The development of this description has required the 
development of an overall conceptual model of the ERIC system in terms of its 
participants* functions* uses* and costs. 

We have ecployeda variety of data collection and analysis proce- 
dures during the course of the study* All emphasize the development of quan- 
titative measurements which can be projected to an annual basis for the 
ctuire system. These collection and analysis procedures include: 



• The development and Implementation of a sample survey of 
ERlC*s U.S. Intermediary "access points", based upon a complex 

probabilistic multi-Het sample (sec pages 38-86) 

* - ■* 

• The collection of cost; data through a scries of site visits 
and examination of ^archival budget data, following a pre- 
determined framework emphasizing the disaggregation of costs 

. by system participant, function, and product or service (see pga.138 

• Survey© of ERIC requestors with the goal of obtaining des- 
criptions of users as t,cll as measures of their satisfaction 
with and use of ERIC (see pages 109-137) 1 

r 

• A sample survey of educational practitioners, administrators, 
4 and researchers throughout the United States, designed to 

measure awareness and use of ERIC (see pages 93-108) 

All the data derived from the sample surveys conducted during the 
course of the study have been delivered to NIE on computer tape. File 
descriptions* questionnaires, and sampling weights are "documented in the 
appendices. It is our hope phat these data and this report will be a valuable 
research resource for ERIC and NIE in the coming years/ 



15 



SECTION 2 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

The purpose of the following sections is to present a general 
framework for describing the ERIC system. First we show that the basis for - 
the # ERIC system is the transmission of information. to users. Initially we 
refer to this information as "messages" sljice both requests for information 
as well as documents and other responses are trsnsmltted and delivered by 
the ERIC system. Next we classify tho products and services currently pro* 
vided by ERIC as primary, secondary, and, tertiary. Primary information is , 
that which reports original research or other substsntive knowledge. Sec- * 
ondary information is that which directs one to find bttier pripary informa- 
tion. Tertiary information is primary and secondary Information which has 
been processed, synthesized, or analyzed, as in a state-of-the-art literature 
review. 

Next we describe a generic model of the ERIC system in which the 
major participants a*e users, intermediaries, the ERlfc system proper, and doc- 
ument providers. These major classes of participants are the ones who are 
invblved in the transmission of message-bearing documents over various times 
and distances from information generators to information'users. Then we 
describe the functions performed by the ERIC system participants, and the mea- , 
surement of costs associated with these functions. Finally we present a 
framework for identifying the issues as a context in which users of this 
report can interpret the study*s findings. 

2.1 Message Transmission / 

i 

Describing message transmission involves describing/ the message 
itself and the way it is transmitted. Relevsnt variables ar^r (1) message 
initiator, (2) message recipient, (3) message format, (4) transmission channel, 
(5) level of specificity, (6) purpose of request, (7) level/ofNanalysis, 
(8) message content, (9) resource expenditure, and (10) speed of transmission. 
Each of these variables is relevant both the cost and usage of the ERIC system 

. - 3 
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Any of the ERIC sytftcm participants can be m essage initiators or 
message recipience . Message forma t refers Co the physical form in which Che 
message is embodied; possible values for chis variable are print on paper 
(e.g., cechnical reporc, rie Issue, etc.), microform, person-to-person con- 
versation, digital or analog electronic representation, etc. Transmission 
channel refers to the manner in which a particular message format is communi- 
cated between participants, e.g;, face-to-face, telephone lines, U.S. Postal 
Service, " satellite transmission, etc. Level of specificity relates primarily 
to the level of specificity of requests submitted to ERIC, e.g.", whether the 
requestor wants a specific document or piece of information or a general 
overview of an ill-defined topic area (such as the classic request cype, "Give 
me everything you have on topic X"). Purpose of requesc also relates to pur- 
pose of use and implies the area in which the, sought informacion will be 
applied. Examples of chis are co develop teaching skills, to help wrice a 
paper, Co prepare a speech, Co plan a program, etc. Level of analysis refers 
Co Che "degree of customization" involved in responding Co a user's requesc. 
Ic is closely relaced "to level of specificity. The $iore analysis required Co 
underscand a user's requesc (e.g., a lengthy reference incerview) or Che more 
analysis required in putting together a response (e.g., pulling together dgta 
from various sources and synthesizing it, as in an information analysis prod- 
uct) the more expensive a response to a request will be (other things being 
equal) . 

* Message content can be described in various ways, chief among them 
being the subject orientation of the message, such as curriculum development, 
application to higher education, mathematics, test score analysis, etc. A 
more general description of subject content can also be developed in terms of 
"process", "content", and "human" variables, as described in Developing a 

- 0' 

Sensing Network for Information Needs in Education (Stanford University, Insti 
tute for Communication Research, 1972). Resource expenditure can be described 
by referring to the time and money expended by system participants in sending 
and receiving messages. Finally, speed of transmission refers Co the delay 
between transmission and receipt of messages and can be measured in units 
ranging up to weeks and* months. / 



As mentioned above, each of these variables Is relevant to both 
cost and usage. Table 2.1 suggests some of the possible relationships In 
terms of the ERIC system. 4 We note that these are only suggestions. But the 
objective here Is to demonstrate the possible role such variables might play 
in describing the ERIC .system.. And It should be uoted that the relationship.* 
between cost and usage measures .are In several areas ^ very closely linked. 
For example, the Information analysis functions performed by ERIC Clearing-, 
houses are designed to facilitate the u$e of Information produced by workers 
often operating In unrelated areas. Ye^such analysis functions signifi- 
cant costs to the ERIC system due to the required input of subject expertise. 
Since the development of Information analysis products Is one way to promote 
ffuslon of educational Innovation, one might conceivably ask the question 
of whether uses 6f such products are commensurate witlv-the costs to ERIC 
Involved In producing than? 



\ 



xSll 



\ 



\ 



In the actual series ot studies performed during the cqurse of this 
project, data to exhaustively describe all of these variables was not collected, 
We know, for example, that from the user*s standpoint It Is often difficult to 
separate the format of a message from Its delivery channel. And It Is also 
true* that being too specific about message content, as In over-specifying the 
contents of a reference question, L can actually reduce the utility of an Infor- 
mation product "by reducing the probability of serendipitous discovery. But 
understanding how and why messages are transmitted among ERIC participants Is 
.Important if Improvements ate to be Introduced in the future.* 



2.2 ERIC Products and .Services 

. ERIC provides a wide range of products and services which are used 
by ERIC Itself, by Intermediaries, and by requestors. % An extensive listing of 
ERIC products and services, presented by source, was developed by the ERIC ° 
Clearinghouse on Information Resources In their Special Project Report on the 
Design of ERIC Usage Studies (Volume I, Syracuse University School of Educa- 
tion). Another useful classification of products and services Is by type of/ 
Information, that Is, primary,* secondary and tertiary. The Syracuse listing 
is reordered under these headings In Table 2.2. 
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Table 2.1 Possible Relevance of Mesoage Transmission Variables to 
Costa and Usage of ERIC System 



Mesaage 
Transmission 
Variable 



Relevance 
to 

Cost Analysis 



Relevance 
to 

Usage Analysis 



Mesaag€r 
Initiator 



2< 




Message 
format 

Transmission 
channel 

Level of 

* speclfl- 

* city* 

* Purpose of 
request 

* Level ok 
- analysis 

* Message 

content 

5 ^Resource 
expendi- 
ture 

10* Speed of 

transmis- 
sion 



System features can reduce costs 
of Initiating requests* 

Some user groups are more expen- 
alve to *serve than othera* 

Physical format affects cost of 
reproduction, atorage* etc* 

Some channels are more expensive 
than others* 

Increasing the request*s specific 
city reduces the cost to under- 
stand It* 

More Important requesta may have 
more resourcea expended on 
responding to them* 

As Information Is proceased 
preparation costa Increase* 



Responses to popular requests 
can be pre-packaged* 

Value of participant time ma^ 
far exceed dollar expenditures. 

* ' 

Some requestora may be willing 
to pay more for quick aervlce* 



Requestor yi£y, be. more 
likely to'uae Info* he/ahe 
has personally requested* 

Initial recipient may not 
be end useK, - 

Some formats a*£ easier to 
use than others* 

User "may prefer conven- 
tional channels* 

Some usets need help In 
articulating *.thelr 
requests* \ 

How products are uaed may 
Impact future development* 

Pre-ayntheslzed Informa- 
tion may be easier to 
apply In practical altua- 
tlons* 

Products with the wrong 
content can be uaeleaa* 

Requestors may be more 
likely to use Information 
for which they pay* 

Requestors may be working 
under tight deadlines * 



SOURCE: King Research* Inc*> ERIC Cost and Usage Study. 1981, 
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Table 2,2 ERIC Producta and Servicea 



C 



Primary Producta Secondary Producta 



r 

1 H 



Microfiche of RIE 
item (EDRS) - (on 
subscription, 
monthly and back 
collection, on 
emand) 



|er|c 



Hard Copy of RIE 
items (EDRS) on 
demand 

ERIC - What It 13 

ERIC Rfcocessing , 

Manual 

(ED 092- 164) 



ERIC Training 
Manuals ^ Media 
on ERIC Display 
oft ERIC I 



CUE - subscription' 
(monthly, aemlannu- 
ally, accumulation) 

RIE - subscription 
(monthly issues and 
annual, semiannual 
index) 

ERIC tapes - aub- , 
scription (ERIC/ 
Facility) t% y 

Descriptor and Iden- 
tifier Usage Repbrt 

ERIC Information 
Analysis Products 
(1967-72) 

Institutional Sources 
in ERlC 

Reading/Project Num- 
ber Index, Cumulative 

Title, ludex 

Educational Documents 
Abstract 

Education Documents 
Index Institutions 
(1966-71) 

Clearinghouse # to 
ED # Cross Reference 
List 

Contract/Grant Number 
Index 

Journal Columns * 

Clearinghouse Search Catalogs 

Clearinghouse News- 
' letters 

Promotional Brochures 

ERIC Data Base 
Directory (Facility) 

ERIC Microfiche 
Collection 
Directory (Facility) 

Thesaurus of ERIC 

Descriptors 



tertiary Producta 

Information Analysis 
Products 

Insturctional Media 
Package 



I 



Servicea 



/ 



Software Syatem to 
Search ERIC Online 
and Batch (ORBIT, 
COSMOS, DIALOG, BRS, 
etc*) 

Order EEtfC (on SDC/ 
ORBIT) 

Telephone Inquiriea 

Mail Inquiriea 

Workshopa at Profea- 
aional Meet in ga 

Linkagea to Profea- 
sional Organization 

Computer Searches - 

Training Workshopa 

Reference Asaistance 

Computer-based ERIC 
Searches \ 

ERIC Training/ I nat rue* 
tion/Orientation 

Referral Services (to 



CH&, Facility, 

Fiche readin, 
ment-circulatioi 
house use 



>tc,) 

iip- 
in- 



Fiche copying equip- 
ment 

Fiche printing equip- 
ment 

Order MF/HC from EDRS 



Adapted from: Design of ERIC Usage Studies: Volume I * Syracuse University, 1979, 
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As noted previously, primary and aecon&ary producta ajre differen- 
tiated, the tirst being providers of information, with the latter being pro- 
viders of information about information. Tertiary producta are thoae which 
have' been generated through the analysia and review of other primary and 
secondary products. Finally , the servicea lifted down the right-hand column 
of Table 2.2 are processea or technologies which are provided or required 
for obtaining access to ERIC information products. These vary according to 
the amount of control which ERIC has over their use. As wa will show in the 
following sections, these services (and producta) also differ according to 
the ERIC aystem participant involved in providing access to them. 

We ahould note here that the distinction among primary, aecondary, 
and tertiary producta is really a distinction made on the basia of intended 
function; ERIC intenda, for example, its Information Atialysia Producta to 
function as media, f or reviewing and synthesizing existing information; some* 
times this is done in order to ttelp bridge the gap between theoretical knowl- 
edge (perhaps generated by an academic researcher) and practical knowledge 
(perhaps" needed by a guidance counselor). We observe that it is also quite 

likely that a substantial number of RUE- and CIJE-accessed 'items other than 
* * - - . .. 

<IAP s will also function in this manner.. Many educational journals, for 

example, regularly publish review articlea, and these, might logically be - 
classified as performing a "tertiary" function. Such concerns argue for mak- 
ing distinctions of^trswge on the basis of not only type of document but alao 
on the basis of -manner or purpose of us£. 

/ V , - ' . ? 

For the' purposes of this study, we have collapsed ERIC products and 
services into four major categories: RIE, CUE, ERIC searches, and ERIC docu- 
ments (of all types) . ' % 

2.3 Generic Model of ERIC System Participants arid their Interactions 

In the previous sections we described message transmission' and ERIC 
products and services. Here we present a conceptual model of the interaction 
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among system participants involved i„i requesting and receiving these products 
and servicei 
Figure 2.1: 



and services. Four generic types of system participants are displayed in 



1, Users 

2 , Intermediaries 

3, ERIC 

A, Document Providers 



Users are individuals who originate or cause to be originated 
requests for information. Users. can generally be classified as potential 
users (individuals who, because of their employment situation or personal 
interests, are a potential market for ERIC -products and services) or actual 
users (known recipients of ERIC products and services) . 

Intermediaries are the individuals or organizations whirch trsnsroit, 
often with some processing or analysis, requests for information from users to 
'a component of the ERIC system. These intermediaries may be profess ional 
information personnel, such as reference librarians employed by standing ordejr^ 
customers. Or they may be colleagues of the requestor or opinion leaders/gate- 
keepers who are by nature of their personality or job function 'particularly 
attuned to numerous information sources, among them ERIC. Or they may be inter- 
mediary organizations such as database search services. ^ 

ERIC itself refers to any product, service, individual or organiza- 
tion produced by or under fin^-Cial or managerial control of ERIC. Included 
ai> the Facility, EDRS, RIE, CUE,, and their publishers, the, individual clear- * 
L inghouses (which also function as irtermediaries) , ERIC documents (primary, 
secondary, and tertiary), and the collections of ERIC documents maintained by 
standing order customers and others. In general, ERIC components are of two 
types: those with direct contact with users and document providers (such as 
clearinghouse user service personnel and the documents, which requestors 
received), and those components which support services provided to requestors 
and document providers (such as Central ERIC, the Facility, and Oryx Press), 
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Figure 2.1 Generic Model of the ERIC System 
* 
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Document providers , in its strictest interpretation, refers to the 
authors and, creators of the primary products (e.g., ^research reports, journal 
articles) and tertiary products (e*g. , information analysis, products) input 
to the ERIC system* (It is our understanding that all secondary product input, 
such as document abstracting and indexing, is under tahe direct control i and 
operation by ERIC components**) More broadly, "document , providers" also 0 
refers to the publishers of the reports, books, and articles' which are i^pluded - 
in or referred. to, by the ERIC system. Examples of th^s latter group are aca- 
demic presses and academic departments, state and locjy. education agencies, 
commercial publishers, and professional societies. 

The lihes with arrows Jn Figure 2.1 represent the two-way interac- 
tions Which can occur among the system participants. The solid lines represent 
the interactions which are of most direct relevance to ERIC system operation. 
These interactions have path^joumbers 1, 2, 3, A, S, 6, 7, and 8. The dotted 
lines represent the interaction among system participants which are character- 
istic of more general communication jiaths; these are numbered 9, ; 10, 11, and 12. 

^ 

Paths 1 and 2 represent direct contact between requestors and ERIC. 
This occurs when a requestor, for example, telephones an information request 
directly to an ERIC Clearinghouse. Another example of paths 3 and A is an edu- 
cator ordering a document directly from EDRS. " . 

Paths 3 and A represent the user accessing the ERIC system through 
an Intermediary, such as asking a reference^ librarian employed by a standing 
order, customer how to use the ERIC Thesaurus * 

Paths S and 6 represent/ the interactions between intermediaries 
and ERIC* These interactions Wy occur on-site (e.g. , a library cl&rk retrieving 
an ERIC microfiche from a standing order microfiche* collection) or on a remote 
basis (e.g./ a media center st&ff member performing an online literature search 
of tfcfe ERIC database). Another dimension Is that these interactions may occur 
in real time (e.g., a professor's research assistant talks via long-distance 
telephone with clearinghouse staff) or in a delayed mode (a microfiche is 
requested by and transmitted to a librarian by EDRS via the U.S. Postal Service). 

/ ■ ' 



Paths 7 and 3 represent the acquisition of documents by ERIC for 
inclusion of the bibliographic reference arid/or the document itself in the 
system* These documents may be solicited or ansolicited,, (as in the course 
of -ERIC 'Clearinghouses 1 acquisition process) ox they may be actually contrac- 
ted for (as in the development of some information analysis products), " 

Paphs^Q and 10, as shown in Figure 2>J.» "appear to be loops outside 
the ERIC system. They occur when the u^er goes directly *o the provider or 
originator of a document, as when a teacher purchases a textbook direct from 
a publisher* Another example is when'one researcher asks another for a 
journal article reprint rather than use ^n intermediary service such as a 
library. 

* * ■ * 

.Paths 11 and 12 represent the intermediaries' bypassing the ERIC 

system* This can occur whether or not the requestor T s needed information is 

within the province of ERIC* Of course, intermediaries (such as libraries) 

regularly bypass ttfe ERIC system in developing their own collections, and 

this need not be considered as a limitation of ERIC given the extremely broad 

nature of available information resources. 

* 

Costs and usage related to^aths 9, 10, 11, and 12 are not of direct 
relevance to this study other than their capacity to help us understand the 
costs and usage associated with the other paths. 

As in any information system, the user is of paramount concern* It 
is in terms of benefit to, the user that the existence of an information system 
is ult5jnately justified. As is the case with many information systems, how- 
ever, the role of the intermediary (both individual and organizational) is 
also of key importance. If we define, the goal of an information system as the 
.linking of information use r£ with information generators and/or the information 
they generate, the kinds of information (and their media and delivery channels) 
will, to a great degree, determine the roles,* functions, and ultimately, the 
need for intermediaries, 1 - 

■* ' ■ 
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ERIC 1b an information'system relying^greatly upon intermediary 
individuals and organisations* f or physical access to and delivery of Informa- 
tion. It relies heavily upon iptermediaries to" convert the expressed or 
unexpressed needs of potential users into "actionable" demands upon tHe system. 
This is true for all four of the key ERIC product categories upon which this 
study concentrated. m 

First, Resources in Education (RIE) is anroonthly abstract journal 
which provides Individuals with intellectual access to the literature 
acquired and selected by ERIC Clearinghouses. As is the caae with most 
tinted indexing and sbstracting services, few, if any, individuals, subscribe 
to it, even though its^ annual 'subscription price is comparable with^ many .-\ 

* r- 

scholarly research journals, in other fields of research. Instead, its sub^ 
scribcrship is composed primarily of libraries* and other organizations whose 
primary function is the prevision of information services* "While this is not * 
unusual for abstrscting snd indexing services, ERIC is .unique in the field of 
education since RIE is linked through its ED numbers to the ERIC documents, ■ 
many collections of which exist locslly throughout the United States. This 
linking, however, practically gusrsntees users' dependence upon the services 
of an intermediary since only organizations can afford to purchase ERIC 
document collections. ^ y „ , 

*- ' * 

A somewhat similar gituatiod exists for Current Index to Journals 
in Education (CUE)* CIJE provides monthly indexing of the journal* literature 
In education. Again, its subscribers are primarily organizations sjich as 
libraries. And again, user dependence^ uppn intermediaries is practically 
guaranteed since'only libraries are likely 'to maintain backfiles of .tThe 
journals 'isau^s irdexed in CUE. ' K * ^ 

* x *? 

r Another reason for user dependence on 4&tgrmediaries is the 

technology involved. Few individuals have microfiche readers while micx6- . t « 

fiche readers and reader printers are stock items for organizations which" main- 
's ■ ' " * 
tainERIC microfiche collections. (This restriction is partially overcome by 

the direct *sale of ERIC documents through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service. 

Nevertheless, recuestors must still obtain ordering information and must identify 

the individual. document before ordering, functions which are often performed by 

interaediaries. ) ^ 



use 



finally, Marching the ERIC bibliographic databa&e Is (unction 
oost often perforntfd by interncdlarlcn who have the required equipment (coo- 
puter terminal), ztttcrlnin (ftuch as an ERIC thesaurus) » and training and 
experience* In general^ fcomt computerized bibliographic searched arc conduc- 
ted by initcrsuidiarieo, bo ESUC in not unusual In thin regard* 

Intentionally or unintentionally, then* the ERIC system broadly 
defined, has taken Ittt current shape not only because of Hn overall goal 
oZ educational information dlsnenlnation but alfjo because of the tacthodft It. 
ha** developed for earfceting, packaging, And distributing frts inforuation 
resource®* Icn overall effectiveness a« an information systeD, as a rcault, * * 
iannot be vieved only In relation to the value or utility of che inforaatTion 
it providea. Instead, the syotens uhlch have been developed for difttributlng 
thin information nust also b# c,oa«idcred aa haa been done in thift study* 

Thin heavy reliance upon the performance of EfuC* & intermediary 
"access poimV*'has a variety cf present acd potential impacts. We will touch 
on four o: thec here: * 

t 

tack of Centralized Control ^ 

Firftc, ERIC has no financial or Administrative control over the vast 
^ajor i ty- of its intermediary access points* It cannot directly manipulate local 
financial conditions* training, and carkcting activities, and the provision of 
uier support services. In short* the overall -effectiveness of ERIC as an infor- 
mation dissemination ssstjers is* to a'grcat degree, outside its own direct control* 

ftced to Consider the Uhole Systes 

Second, this dependence upon intcfacdlaries has Several implications 
for system evaluation and performance neas^rescnt. The cost important o£ these 
is that any measurement of satisfaction with ERIC infornatlon products oust take 
intc account not only the user f s perspective but also the delivery channel itself 
and the purpose for which the information thus obtained is utilized. 

Effect of Chaoses on the Entire Svstcn 

Third* ERIC's heavy reliant ujton intermediary access points vill 
have an^icpact ooany changes it vatnts to oakc in how it supports SIE's 
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education dlasenlnation activities. Any change*) In technology or even in 
pricing schemes might bo accepted or rejected based on bow well these changes 
fit into ongoing Inforruition program. For example* online bibliographic 
searching fits well Into ongoing library operations since it 1b partly an 
extension and automation of traditional Information services* Other tech*- 
ttologies cay not fit so well, An another example, this study demonntrates 
that; a Substantial amount o£ tine and noney in already being ifpent by inter* 
nediary access points on providing access to ERIC products and BerviccG. ERIC 
1b provided* however, as only one of ^ large number of information resources 
available foe potential users. Thus t if ERIC were t for example, to raise its 
prices to help offset its own £ront~end costs, it eiight find its access points 
unable Co pasa thin pvlce increase on to their users since few. if any t make 
direct charges for taany of their most basic Information services. 

Ability to Rypass Intermediaries in Providing Services 

Fourth t the current overall structure of the ERIC system is due t to 
a large part as indicated above, to the types of technology and media upon 
which ERIC products and services arc based* Never technologies may, if they 
are "friendly" enough, attempt to bypass the intermediary access points. We 
arc not prepared to say whether this is a valid objective, since such a 
decision can only be made by J;i£. Nevertheless, a decision to bypasa ERIC's 
intermediary access points should not be cade with the hope that technology 
will necessarily provide the way. The traditions built up around the £RIC 
syscezs cay be difficult to overcome* with or without the introduction of new 
technology. 



emphasize that these above concerns are ndt peculiar to ERIC. 
Most Information services which are document-based are affected to a greater 
or lestfer degree by all of them. Commercial publishers of educational or 
reference materials operate under similar pressures* as do the providers of 
Information products and services used by scientists and engineers. ERIC 
say be unique* hocever, in that it cosines print, fclcroform, and computer 
technology uithin a cpnplexly interacting conbination of agencies and organi- 
sations. "And, -it dc^s so within a professional field , education* uhieh has 
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2.& System Functions 



An Important perspective on the ERIC ftystcni is provided by Btudy of 
the functions performed. This unit of analysis complements consideration of 
system participants and system products and services; together the three dif- 
ferentiate most of the areas of interest in proposed and potential analysis. 

We have identified six functions performed in the ERIC system. 
These were derived from review of system functions used in other applications* 
of the activities performed specifically by ERIC, and of the requirements of 
the anticipated data collection and subsequent evaluations. They are as 
follows: 

1. Generation - 

2. Reproduction and Distribution 
3* Acquisition and Storage 

User Support 

5. Identification and Access 

6. Assimilation 

Generally a functional specification represents the grouping of all 
activities performed within a system's boundaries. Activities which are func- 
tionally similar are grouped together under a single functional heading, with 
each activity being assigned to one and only one function. There is a trade* 
off in the development of a functional specification concerning level of 
detail; very specific functions arc unwieldy in both data collection and 
analysis while too generic functions may mask Important contrasts in the sys- 
tem. For the ERIC system* the' fairly broad set of functions identified above 
are further broken down as required. 

The first function. Generation, involves the creation of the acticles 
reports, indexes, and so on included in the ERIC system. Included are both the 
intellectual development of the Information ^nd the initial recording of that 
information. The generation function covers all ERIC information products* 
including primary, secondary and tertiary products, and also generation of 
other primary literature covered by RIE and CUE but not distributed by ERIC. 
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Reproduction and, Distribution refers to the production of copies of 
the generated literature and to Its initial distribution through a variety of 
channels. Essentially this is a publishing- like operation. Reproduction and 
distribution of all three categories of information products (primary, second- 
ary, and tertiary) involves paper copies; primary and tertiary publications 
may also be distribute^ on microfiche and secondary information via computer 
tapes and online systems. Distribution of ^material within the ERIC aystom may 
be automatic, as with the standing order service, or on demand, 

Acquisition and Storage represents "activities at the receiving end 
of the distribution channel, and is primarily a library function. Included in 
this function is processing done by a library on the ERIC publications, includ- 
ing cataloging. In addition to libraries, ERIC itself acquires and stores 
materials, as when a clearinghouse acquires reports or journals for processing. 
Individuals also acquire and stpre ERIC system materials, generally fo^ their 
own use. . , 

User Support encompasses the activities of providers, ERIC, or inter- 
mediaries in assisting users. A major user support activity is reference 
assistance, a second is the provision of computer-based searches. Referring 
to the listing of ERIC products and services in Section 2.2, the services 
provided can generally be considered as falling under the User Support func- 
tion. Products associated with user .support , such as promotional brochures, 
follow the same functional trail-as other types of products, with the user sup- 
port function associated with these being 'referral of the user to the product. 

The two user-performed functions are Identification and Access and 
Assimilation . Identification and Access , which may be performed either by a 
user or an intermediary, includes finding out about a particular item, deter- * 
mining its physical location, and obtaining a^ copy. These steps may be com- 
bined, as when a journal article is found via browsing in an individual's 
subscription copy, or may be separate, as when a report is identified through 
a bibliography, located in a library catalog, and then accessed, Assimilation 
is also a conposice zunction which includes user activities of reading and then 
assimilating information. 
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* The major units of volume involved in the ERIC system functions 'are „ 
items produced (Generation, Reproduction and Distribution), items distributed 
(Reproduction and Distribution, Acquisition, and Storage) and item uses (User 
Support, Identification and Access, Assirailstion) . The relationships among 
these measures of volume, on a system and an individual item basis, is a com- 
plex issue which lies zt the core of Information Science* The functions 
defined for ERIC differentiate among the three measures of volume and indi- 
cste Che linkages, providing the basis for complex modelling of their relation- 
ships* 

, Within the ERIC system, functions are generally performed in the 
specified order*, although not all functions may be performed in all cases* A 
sequence* of activities, however* may repeat the list of functions more than 
once. * One example of this is in the provision of, report copies by ERIC* An 
initial cyclfe through the functions would involve authorship of the reports, 
its distribution by the document provider, and acquisition by ERIC* The 
functions are then repeated as ERIC processes and reproduces the report and 
makes it available to additional users. 

Further examples of this cycling effect relate to the distinction 
between primary and secondary information* where the latter is used to identify 
the former. Both primary and secondary products go through quite similar acti- 
vities which can be seen as functionally equivalent, and so the functions pre- 
sented earlier can be used in either case. For some purposes, however, Jit is 
useful to differentiate functions by level of information and participant* 

Generation is primarily thfe responsibility of document providers 
(primary and tertiary information) and ERIC (secondary information) , ERIC and 
its intermediaries are chiefly responsible for Reproduction and Distribution, 
Acquisition and Storage, and User Support* , -Users are primarily responsible 
for Identification and Access, and Assimilation* 

tach function is performed for each type of information* For pri- 
mary material^, Generation usually takes place outside of ^ERIC with the authors- 
ship of reports, journal articles, and so on. Reproduction and Distribution 
may take place through ERIC or through the document provider* Additional 
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functions are performed as described above. The functions presented for 
secondary products differ somewhat from those for the ptimary literature, 
with Generation repreaented by Abstracting and Indexing and Data Base Gen- 
eration and Acquisition and Storage including Search Service Acquisition and 
Storage. Secondary information may be made available in either printed or 
computer- readable form^ in the latter case, search aervices perform addi- 
tional functions in making the information accessible for use. Functions 
shown for tertiary products closely parallel thoae for primary products, 
with the main distinction being the generating source of ERIC for some 
tertiary products. * 

t ■ 

2.5 Measures of Cost 

The development of costs associated with the ERIC system are based 
on the system description presented earlier in this report. This means that 
costs identified represent those activities performed by identified partici- 
pants within the scope of the system as it has been defined. 

The first step in the development of cost data was the expansion of . 
the ERIC system functions into more specific activities performed. For each 
activity, the participants and products and services involved were specified, 
and the activity defined by indicating associated inputs, processes and out- 
puts; Also identified were other factors affecting costs, Juch as level of 
indexing or type of reproduction .method used. This activity listing was used 
to generate, in turn, a list of costs to be identified. 

The major question which arose as these lists,, were generated was 
the level of specificity to be considered. A number of factors impacted upon 
this, and it was clear that the level of specificity varied among different 
parts of the system. A driving force in determining level of specificity were 
the issues to b*; addressed, as discussed in the next section. Some of these 
issues require systemwide costs;, others suggest that information on very 
specific activities is appropriate. ; 
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A constraint on cost data collection id imposed by the relative 
availability of various cost iteti^* Costs reflected in ERIC expenditures can 
be identified and broken down by participant and broad functional categories. 
Here the question was the effort involved in deriving allocation formulas to 
make finer distinctions. In the use area* collection of cost data (primarily 
expressed as time spent combined with salaries) was closely tied to original 
collection of use data. Other costs outside ERIC generally come from the 
relevant participants^ with widely varying levels of difficulty* Throughout* 
there is a question of the level of precision required and the methods neces- 
sary to obtain that level. 



2*6 ERIC Information Issues and their Implications for Interpreting 

This Study T s Findings - 



2*6*1 A Framework for Identifying Issues * c 

This section deals with information issues that might be addressed 
by NIE, ERIC* and others who use this report. These issues are grouped by 
those involving ERIC information related policies, planning and operations as 
shown in Figure 2*2* 



We consider ERIC information policies as being general terms and 
conditions unifier which the ERIC, system operates* These terms and conditions 
are subdivided into three sets of policy statements. The first set involves 
a. broad mission statement such as, T, the ERIC information system is to support- 
and enhance education at all levels in the United States"* The second set of 
policies includes goals of the ERIC 'system in^support of the mission* Such 
goals might include broad statements concerning what educational communities 
should be ^served, by what information , -through what information products and 
services, and by m what means. The third set of policies deals with guiding 
principles that should be considered throughout planning and in operations* 
Such guiding principles might include such areas as funding levels, gover- 
nance, pricing Cor cost recovery), use of Federal and non-Federal resources, 
and adherence to Federal- regulations and laws* 
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Figure 2,2 ERIC Information Policies, 
Planning and Operations ~ 
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The second group of issues involves ERIC information system plan- 
ning . Under the ERIC information system goals should be a set of objectives 
atated in measurable terms. For' example, an objective might be that all 
elementary teachers should have access to information about new approaches to 
handling specific classroom situations. One can measure their awareness of 
auch information, the availability of stjch information and use of it. Plan- 
ning then involves setting forth the means of achieving the ERIC information 
system objectives in the future. Issues involved in planning include such . 
things as the use of research, new technology, and marketing. Planning issues 
also concern employment of new products and services, participation of clear- 
inghouses, systems, and organizational structure. Finally, the planning must, 
take into account the guiding principles such as pricing^uncfing, governance 
and so on. 



The next set of issues deals with operational considerations such as 
the specific Implementations of plans or operational specification. Issues 
could be directed to contract monitoring of adherence to budgets, achieve- 
ments of specified objectives, determination of productivity or performance, 
quality control of performance, and so on. These issues can be sub-divided by 
functions or activities performed or by information products produced or . 
services provided. Implementation should also be considered in terms of the 
ERIC Information policies (i>£. system mission, goals and guiding principles). 

• -. / ; ' . 

Below issues 'are associated with each of the boxes in Figure 2.2. 
Each issue is stated In the form of a question. Some general considerations 
and Implications are also identified wi£h these issues. It is foupd that the 
implications frequently vary depending on the type of information product or 
service Involved (i.e. primary, secondary or tertiary; function or .activities' 
performed and participant involved in performing them; and the users served), 
finally some ways are , present^ in which cost or usage data Cor models) can 
assist in addressing the policy, planning and operational issues. 
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2.6.2 ERIC Information System Policy Issues 

\ What is the ERIC Information System Mission? 



The mission of ERIC seems to be to serve education in the U.S. as 
stated above. This mission appears to be much broader than the mission of 
some othei^ Federal information systems that are oriented toward (1) proces- 
sing and distributing information collected under Federal funding (e.g., 

government sponsored research information and data by NTIS and GFO; census 

/ 

data by U^S. Census; weather data by NOAA; cartographic information by WI f 
NASA, DOA, etc.) or (2) processing and distributing information to organiza- 
tions funded by an agency (e.g., DOE, DOA, NASA, etc.). 

/ 

Whom Should the ERIC System Serve? . 

There are several distinct educational communities that might be 
served. These can be classified by the educational function performed such 
as teaching, research, counselling, administration, funding, and so on. 
Another dimension might be educational leyels or subject areas such as elemen- 
tary, secondary and higher education or English, linguistics and reading. 
Also, it has been pointed out that there are constantly emerging fields of 
education that can be served by ERIC. ' 

0 

What Information Should be Provided v to Appropriate User Communities? 

There seem to be three basic ways in which the type of ,inf ormation 
is classified. The first dimension concerns the subject matter and this is 
classified generally by the ERIC thesaurus. The second dimension could involve 
the source of information including government sponsored or not, original 
information or not (i.e. tertiary) and type, of organization source j 
,(i.e. university, government, private sector, etc.). The third dimension 
concerns 'the "quality" of information. Generally, refereed journal articles', 
for example, are considered to be of higher quality than research reports 

s ■" ■ 




and other types of the fugitive literature. Implications o^ the type of ^ 
information provided to usera obviously depends on wh^t user communities are 
being served, the value of the information, products and services employed, 
•cost and so on. ' 

ERIC and others are discussed by the GAO report (1979)- in terms of 
the "overlap" of coverage of secondary information* On the other hand^ ithae 
been argued that abstracting and indexing must be done with the specific user 
community involved. Duplicate coverage of primary information might be a con- 
cert! as veil. For example, there are instances' in which it is possible for a 
report to be processed by a grantee t or contractor, the sponsoring agency* ERIC/ 
GPO and NTIS* A counter argument is that each participant has a rulationship 
with a unique part of the overall user community and that part would not be 
served otherwise* 1 

There are other implications for the source of information dimension* 
It has been stated that one responsibility of government sponsored research* in 
'addition to generation of primary information, is the reproduction and distri~> 
bution or publication of that research* Whether information generated from 
Other sburces should be processed depends -on/the stated mission* user community 
sefrved, value of the information to that community* and cost. The value of 
information to that community also depends on the quality of the information* 
The Rand report (Greenwood and Weiler* 1973) indicates that Che general quality 
of educational research and information is low and, therefore* aff&cts the ERIC 
system* The research ia said to be generally conflicting, too theoretical and 
frequently nonverif iable. 
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What Information Products and Services Should be provided^ 



Once broad statements are made concerning what user communities to 
serve and what kind of information- to provide them, a question remains concern^- 
ing what Information products and services should be provided. The principal 
types of information products or services currently it) ERIC include media that 
carry primary information messages (e.g., books or monographs, journals, tech* 
pical reports, nonprint media, numeric databases, etc.); media that carry 
secondary information that is used to identify or. locate primary information 
(e.g., published indexes and abstracts and catalogs^ccmputer bibliographic 
searches and SDI, computer data searches, bibliographic databases, bibliogra- 
phies, referral services, etc.) ; ^and tertiary products and services that result 
from original analysis from or correlation of primary information messages 
(e.g., reviews, analysis, technical consulting or counselling, etc.; provision 
of this latter set of services is a hallmark of information clearinghouses, 
as noted by Applied Management Science and Cuadra Associates, 1981). There 
are other dimensions of types of information products or services provided by 
ERIC but these enter directly, into other policy, planning and operational 
issues discussed below* 

What Should be the Governance of ERIC? ' 

A number of studies discuss the governance 6f ERIG; particularly 
with regard to the relationship of ERIC central, the clearinghouses, the host 
organizations and the related professional organizations. The Rand- report 
previously cited suggests that, from among seven models, there are three that 
/might be applied to ERIC. The fir^t model is one that would consolidate the 
existing clearinghouses into about eight with an additional one devoted exclu- 
sively to nev educational concepts. A second model would distinguish clear* 
inghouse domains by educational functions concerned with either classroom _ 
iustruction or instruction and support. A third model i$ a combination of the 
above models, but includes a regional dimension as well. In this model, there 
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ERIC 
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* \ 
would be a functional sec of clearinghouses Co acquire, review and synthesize 

chc research and pracclcloner literature. In addition*,, chore would be a 

regional network of clearinghouses to service che information needs (Jf 

pfcocticidners and researchers chrough an ossorced chain of information cencers 

or teacher renewal centers. There are many implications td alternative 

governance of thjt ERIC system Including chc sources of income (i.e. Federal 

funding, user chsrges t hose organization contributions, etc*) and concrol of 

these funds; management strength;;; relative size bf staffs; and linen of 

communlcac ion and conttfol. 

Should Information be Provided Free? If Kot_i What Should be che 
Basis for Charging? 

Some guiding principles have been sec forch concerning chls issue. 
The 0MB Circular A-25 (citled "User Charges") is addressed Co chifr issue t 
alchough a GAO reporc (1979J indicates chac che overall Federal policy is 
unclear and broadly interpreted.* Generally, che Circular scaces chat informs-, 
clon produces and services should be priced co recovet their co^tsl There is 
a question.of what coses should be included t such as generation, reproduction, 
- distribution, developmental, set-up, overhead t or direct. There are several 
ocher broader bas?s for user charges including object Ives of pricing, cype of 
information involved, and who the purchasers zrh ox what users are' served. 

, V 

Implications of user charges are that such charges result in some 
diminished awuoc *>f use of Id forma clon and, cherefore t some bertefic Co soci- 
ety is presumably lose. On" the ocher hand t 1c is argued thac giving information 
away free can,* and probably will, resulc in frivolous requests for che informa- 
tion- We have pointed ouc (King and Roderer, 1978) chat infoirmacion is never. 



Since chese documents were written, che Federal Govcrnmenc has shdwn increased 
Interest in user charges for in ft t ion services. 

# . ' ' ' 




"free" Co users because they .Incur coats In requesting, receiving, reviewing* 
maintaining and using the Information. Thus, the latter.cose Is Dot a partjeu- 
larly strong one. In all cases, there arc uftlque price and demand (use) 
relationships that must be considered. The demand for some products snd ' 
services Is Insensitive to price; whereas, the demand for many Is highly 
sensitive to price. 

- 1 

One basis for determining price Is the organizational objective. 
Involved. Such objectives might Include recovering costs (as Implied by. the 
OMB Circular), to make a profit, to fencouragc use of an Information product 
or Service, or to encourage purchase by s specific audience. Recovering 
costs and achieving a profit arc clear. An example of encouraging use of an 4 
Information product^or service Slight be to price mlcrofom low and pa perform 
high Co encourage purchase of . the former (or vice versa), lower prlcds 
might be extended to conmuoltlca of users who have fewer resources for pur- * 
chasing Information, or thst are funded by the Federal Government* (There Is 
currently sentloent to charge non-U. S. users inore.) 

i ' ' 

It might be that user charges should be different .for primary, 
secondary sdjJ tertlsry information products and services. The value of all 
three types of information Is ultlnSiCely achieved through use of primary 
Information messages* Thus* the three should be priced to achieve as much use 
of primary information as' the user community will bear. In some Instances, 
this may involve low parlces on primary Information products and Services, and 
In other Instances, It could Involve low prlce&\oft secondary information prod- 
ucts and services, if Identification and location of the primary literature is 
s problem. 

' " t 

The pricing policy might also depend on the type of the initial/ 

purchaser. For example, libraries serve multiple users and, therefore, might 

be candidates for higher prices. The CAO report (1979) criticised ERX£ * 

because they charge Lockheed (and others) 3 minimal amount for bibliographic 

i computer tapes that they process. A figure of $660 was cuote4. This compares 

to an order of sragniEude'oE $50,000 charged for Ka clonal Library of Medicine 

tapes* Either general, policy Slight be co«ect depending on the subsequent 

value dpfived froo Che use of the information and vhat she effect would be of 

passing Initial costs of producing itfforaatifcfi on the tapes on to the online 
r ~ yd; » ■ \ s 

searchers. 4 * 



It in anticipated that substantial consideration will be given in 
the near future to the user charge issue by OMB and others* This cost and 
usage study can be employed to anticipate the effect of various interpreta- 
tions of 0MB Circular A-26 and its subsequent amendments* The coot study 
should establish the unit coot of all alternatives of user charges baaed on 
cost recovery at various levels. The usage study should establish account of 
use at current levels of user charges (including none)* We can hypothesize 
what effect increases or decreased in user charges would have on amount of 
usage. Current value can be inferred from extent of use and purpose of use of 
primary and tertiary information. Current value of secondary information 
products and ^serviced can be inferred from searched that lead to use of pri- 
mary information. 

To What Extent Should Non-Federal Organirotlong be Used lir the ERIC 
System? 

Seme guiding principles arc provided by 0MB Circular A-76. This 
Circolar implies that the Federal Government should not cofepetc with non-Federal 
organizations (i.c* the private sector)* Furthermore, It is suggested that 
non-Federal organizations should be etiploy^d for processing, if they arc less 
expensive than performing the work in^housc* Again, there is some difficulty 
In the former instance in determining whether an information product or service, 
is in direct competition with another onfl- For example, is a microform product 
In competition with a paperform product? Is a published bibliography in coo- 
petition with a current titles product? One could argue that all information 
products and Services sold to libraries arc in competition for their limited 
budge tsr<r^T>ur *cost and usage studies can be somewhat helpful in describing the 
current ERIC system* Alternative interpretations of Circular A~76 can be 
assess by hypothesizing their effect on cost and usage. 

What Federal Lags and Regulations Apj>ly to ERIC? 

There^re potential ^plications for the ERIC system in Privacy Lavs 
■ and :h^£pe£dom of Information Act* Also, the Federal Cotmsunicacion Commission 
cfSnccrplattng communication ^tegulations chat tould\ have substantial 
effect on line charges and, hence* use of ERIC online bibliographic information. 
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The Postal Service rate structure anil regulations can^alno affect the coat and 
usage of ERIC Information products and services. If such changes arc contcm* 
plated* Central ERIC can apply our cortt and unagc data to hypothesize the 
effecta of »uch change. 

2-6,3 ERIC Information System Planning IsBucn 

\ 

We Indicated above that planning can and should bq addressed to 
measurable system objectives. It Is here that our cost and yisagc study should 
be of particular Importance since current descriptions of cost, flow of funds* 
flou of oatcrlals, and usage can serve as baseline measures upon which the 
objectiven and future plans can be compared. The objectives should be spe- 
cific statements concerning system goals. The system planning processes 
should be addressed to neans of achieving the ERIC system mission* goals and 
objectives.* Issues addressed to planning Involve research* technology, new 
product or service development* marketing strategies* and system structure; 
all In vlcu of guiding principles. These Issues arc discussed briefly below. 

What Research Should be Performed by ERIC? 

This Is a difficult Issue when making a distinction betveen basic 
and applied research. The amount: of Federal support of basic Information 
research has declined dramatically in the past decade. The two principal 
agencies engaged In Bucn research arc the National Science Foundation and the 
National Library of fediclnc. tfhat little applied research that 1$ supported 
Is now performed largely 'In agencies such as N1E and ERIC. It might be that 
ERIC should attempt to have sonic Input into the NSF and SLM basic research 
program or at least be thoroughly aware ,o£ what Is taking place. Applied 
research, such as this Cost and Usage Study* should be directed at specific 

measurable objectives. ^ 

What Kev Technology Should he Developed or Adapted by ERIC? 

Nearly all* Information technology ess)* loved by ERIC and*othcr similar 
syscess u'as developed outside their environnents for other purposes or for nass 



markets. This probably will continue to be true, so that new technology 
developments should be monitored to establish their potential use In faceting 
system objectives* Such potential technology might be In online user/system 
Interfaces , telecommunication (o. g* , facsimile transmission, sat ell Ites, 
optic fiber, videodiscs, intelligent t terminals, voice synthesizers, etc*)* 
micro or minicomputer use in libraries and In schools at all levels, word 
processing, and so one. 

What New Information Products and Services MiRht be- Developed for 
ERIC? 

ERIC Is currently operating on a very tight budget and, therefore, 
is able to provide a limited number of types of Information products and -ser- 
vices. However, under Increased budgets or by reallocating the current budget 
a range of alternative Information products and services might be provided. 
Such ncv products or services can be identified by successful use In other ; 
systems or by marketing research. The usage study might be employed to 
establish the current types of Information products or services that might war 
rant further promotion (due to lack of awareness), modification, or deletion. 

What Is an^Optimum ERIC Systea Structure? 

Above, ue indicated somr. Suggested models for structuring the ERIC 
system. Any planning for future structure must be directed toward meeting 
specific objectives vhich can be partially stated in terms of cost, amount of 
use and purpose of use. There are other social and political aspects as well 
as the guiding principles that must be considered. 

2.6.£ ' ERIC Information System Operational Issues 

t Issues Involving ^RIC system operations are those that- are directed 
toward Implementation of means of achieving the mission, goals and objectives 
\{^jin light of guiding principles mentioned previously. The operational issues 
concern contract monitoring In terms of such things as system performance, 
productivity and quality control. They also involve specifics of marketing or 



public relations* pricing tactics and other operational considerations. Other 
than observing current cost; per sale or cost per use* much of the detail 
necessary to monitor Clearinghouse* facility or other Organization activities* 
is out of stopc of the cost| and usage study which is focussed on system-level 
issues. Our goal has been to provide data to help clarify the policy and 
planning issues of most interest to NIE in order that NIE can eventually make 
its own operational decisions based tin the system-level data we provide. 

/ 
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SECTION 3 . 
CONVENTIONS USED IN WRITING THIS REPORT 



The reader should note the following In order to be able to Inter- 
pret data tables in this study which have been generated from the various 
sample surveys • * 



C 



V 



Usually the individual row and column headings of a table which 
is generated from survey data will give the name of the variable as it 
appears in the computerized data file. For example, for the Access Point 
Screener Survey questionnaire, which Is displayed in Appendix B, the following 
conventions are used: 

Q6P3C Section 6^ question 6*JJ» P art £ 
Q2P4 Section 2% question, 

Variables which are created, from the individual questionnaire 
responses from recoding, sorting, or computation are usually identified by an 
assigned name. The variables created from the Access Point Screener Survey 
which are used most often are the following: - 

RIESUB Takes a value of 1 if the access point subscribes to the 
^ monthly or semi- annual edition of Resources in Education 

(RIE) 

CIJESUB Takes a value of 1 if the access point" subscribes to the 

/* ■ * 

monthly or semi-annual editions of Current Index to Jour- 
nals in Education (CUE) 

r 

ERICFICH Takes a value of 1 if the access point Maintains an ERIC 
microfiche collection 

Z?,1CD0C Takes a value of 1 if the access point maintains an ERIC 
microfiche or papercopy document collection 
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ERICSRCH 



Takes a value of 1 if the access point conducts or 
makes arrangements for online or batch searches of 
the ERIC bibliographic data base 



ONLINE Takes a value of 1 if the access point conducts 

only online searches of the ERIC bibliographic data 
base , 

Each table identifies the particular source of eta ta presented in 
the table. Additional created variables are described in the appendices of 
this report- 
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SECTION 4 1 
DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY 
ft 

0 1 % * 

Figure 4*1 demonstrates the relationships among the components of 
the ERIC Cose and Usage Study* 

The Access Point Screener Survey was a survey of U*S P organizations. 
It was designed to collect data on the' types* of ERIC products and services 
offered In the U P S*, the types and number ^^organizations (or "access points") 
which provide them, and estimates of the use of RIE, CUE, ERIC documents, and 
ERIC searches* With a sample mall-out of 1,063, we received a response of 541 
during the survey period of October 1980 through February 1981* Based on these 
responses, we estimated that, In 1980, there were 3,269 organizations, or 
access points, In the U*S* which provided access to RIE, CUE, ERIC computer 
serches, Or ERIC documents* Questionnaires and survey procedures aXe des- 
cribed In Appendix B * 

«*■ 

As part of the Access Point Screener Survey, sampled access points 
were asked to volunteer to collect data (names, addresses, etc*) on ERIC users, 
whom we referred to as "requestors' 1 * Altogether, 249 access points Initially 
agreed to participate lri the Access Point Primary Survey by filling out 
"Request Cards 11 during* assigned samplQ periods* Altogether, 168 access points 
actually participated by supplying 2,628 Request Cards during the period Janu- 
ary 1981 through May 1981* This survey Is described In Appendix C* 

From the Request Cards we collected during the Primary Survey, we 
developed the sample for the Requestor Population Survey* The purpose of this 
survey was to follbta up Individual requestors to ask them how they used ERIC 
products and services and whether or not they were satisfied* Out of a sample 
of 1,000 mailed out during Ipay 1981, we received 535 backN^y the July cut-off 
date* When these questionnaires were keypuncHEd* they were matched together 
In a single database with the Request Card used to generat^the Hampl 4 e* This 
survey is described In Appendix D* 

35 48 



Figure 4.1 Components of the ERIC Cost and Usage Study 
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Finally, we conducted by mail the Education Population Survey, Of 
1,000 questionnaires mailed out ori\April 14, 1981, 376 were returned. The 
puspose of this survey was t;o measure the awareness and use of ERIC among 
educators in general. The sataple forNthifl survey was divided into Education 
Practitioners, Administrators, and Academicians and Researchers, apd was 
developed from existing mailing lists of educators. This survey is des* 

cribed in Appendix E, 

In order to collect detailed statistics which could not be collected 
via the various mail survey questionnaires, Kingv Research conducted* a series 
of site visits with ERIC Clearinghouses, ERIC seatrch services, and other 
access points* In addition, budget and contract data provided by the Central 
ERIC^administration, as well £fs internal documents provided by ERIC Clear- 
inghouses and other organizations, were also reviewed. Appendix A describes 
this component of the study. 

Data from all these efforts were combined in a final analysis of 
ERIC costs ^nd usage, the results of which are presented in this report* 
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SECTION 5 
DESCRIPTION OF ERIC ACCESS POINTS 

The purpose of this -section of the report is to provide numeric 
descriptions of the population of ERIC access points in the United States 
as of 1980. The data presented here are derived from the Access Point 
S Greener Survey. r 
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5,1 Types of Access Points 

One of the goals of Che Access Point Screener Surrey was Co deter- 
mine what types of JJ.S, organizations provide access to ERIC products and 
services. We defined an "access point" as an organization which does one or - 
more of the following: 

Subscribes to one or more copies of the monthly or semi-annual' 
editions of Resources in Education (RIE) or Current Index to 
Journals in Education' (CUE) 

~ Conducts or makes arrangements for online or batch searches of 
the ERIC bibliographic database *> . 

^ .j 

Maintains a collection of ERIC documents in microfiche or 
papercopy format 

Access points were asked to categorize their organizations, and in" 
doing so, distinguish among the various organizational levels which can be 
responsible for ERIC. Respondents. were asked to ^adhere, to ttje following 
definitions of organizational levels: , . ; 

Your Organization - The organizational unit or department which is 
responsible fot maintaining and/or providing access to ERIC products ' 
or services (e.g., a college or university library, a school dis- 
trict's central media resources center, a state, education agency's 
information resource center, etc.). This questionnaire should be , 
completed from the perspective of this organizational unit or 
department. 

Parent Organisation - The larger organization in' which your organi- 
zation is administratively situated (e.g., a university or* university 
department, a research center, a state agency,' an intermediate 
service agency, a school district, etc). 

Other Organizations - Organizations other than your own organization 
or parent organization (e*g., other colleges,* universities , scttool 
districts, companies, or state agencies, etc.). 

Accordingly, it.vas possible (and desirable) for separate organizations from 
vithin the same parent organization to be classified as different access points 



and thus co be counted separately. This can happen, for example, when organi- 
zationally separate libraries ou chesame campus, or different deparcmencs 
within a state education agency, each provides access co ERIC. These dis- 
tinctions were made as far as is possible in sampling and were alao retained 
during che calculations of Che sampling weights Co project Che survey responses 
Co a IKS, populaclon total. 

We preseoc a detailed breakdown of U.S. ERIC acetyls poincs by type of 
organizacion in Table 5.1. As you can see, che ERIC Clearinghouses and ERlfc\^ 
Facilicy account for abouc one-hslf of one percent o,f che 3,269 access poincs. 
Academic Access Points account for slighcly less Chan 53X of che cocal, and 
Ocher Access Poincs for almost U1X of che cocal. (Thesejaajor cacegories are 
also displayed in Figure 5*1.) 

Anocher breakdown of che ERIC access points by type of access poinc 
is displsyejd in Table 5.2 which shows how many access poincs of each of che 
major cypes provide each of che major ERIC product or service cacegories. 

Approximacely 831 have RIE.- 43% have CUE, tlx conduct ERIC 
searches, and - 43 X have ERIC documenc collections. (These sum to more Chan 
100X since sotae access poihes provide more Chan one produce or service.) 

Based on che above data, we can state the following abouc ERIC access 
points in che l|*5.: 

1, While the maJorJLcy (53£) of access poincs are assoctaced wich 
scadendc inscitucions, a subscancial proporcion (nearly 47%) 

are .associated vich ocher types of organisations* such as school 
districcs and public libraries, which operate atactic local or 
community level . 

,* 

2. By far, che oosc widely distributed ERIC produce is Resources' in 
Educacion (RIE) ; approxinacely 832 of che cbcal 3,269 access 
points subscribe to one or izore copies of che monthly or semi- 
annual edition* 
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Tabic 5*1* Number of U*S, ERIC Access Points by Type of Accent Point 
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SOURCE: King Research* Inc*, ERIC Cost and Usage Study* Access Poltu Scrccner 
Survey* 1981. _ . * 



Figure &uaWr of AccWta Points by Type of Organization, 1980 



<. £RIC Clearinghouses & Facility 




SOURCE: Kiag Research, Inc,, ERIC Cose and Usage Study, Access Point Screener 
Survey, 1981. 
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Tabic 5. 2. ^ustber q[ 13, S. F.RIC Acc*m*h Poinu* by TypG of Acceua Point Jnd 
* ERIC -Cotugory- 



Type 






ERIC Category 






of 


Subscribed 


Subscribes 


Conducts 


ERIC 


. All 


Acce«n 


to 

Rir 


to , 


ERIC 3 


document , 


CateRori' ■ "* 


Point 


CUE" 


Searches 


Collection 




(NEWTYPE2) 


(R1ESUBM) . 


. (C1JESU!>1) 


(ER1CSRCII-1) 


(ER1CDOC*!) 





n 




n 




n 




n 


*v 


n 


X 




1. EPIC Clear- 17 
inghoutics i 
Facility 


0.6?. 


17 






2.2* 


17 


l.U 


17 


Q.5X 




2, Academic 1 , ib6 
Acccas * 
Points 


57.8*. ' 


943 




512 


70, 0% 


783 


55, 1« 


1,728 


52.92 


• 


3, Other ' 1,1*25 
Access Points 




433 


31. IX 


203 


27. SX 


620 


l 3 * 7 * 


1,524 






CoIuct Total 2,708 


100. 0;; 


1,393 


100. 01 


731 


ioo. o: 


1.4?0 


100.0% 


3,269 


ioo.ox 




SOURCE: King Research, Inc., 


ERIC Cost and 


Usage 


Study, 


Access 


Point Scr 


eener 


Survey , 





1981 



nthly or semiannual RIE 
Monthly or scniannual CUE 

3 * 
Online or batch searches r 

Microfiche or paperccpy documents 

n*s do not sur; across since scec access points provide sore than one £RIC category 



56 



ERIC 



43 



5.2 



The Mix of ERIC 'Products and Services Provided _hy ERIC Acctrun Points 



We defined an KRIC accetm point au an organization which doen one 
or more of the following; 

subscribes to one or more copies of the monthly^or semiannual 
edition of Resources In Education CrIE) : 
subscribes to one or more copies of the monthly or semiannual * 
edition of Current Index to Journals In Education (CtJE) 
conducts or nakes arran&eaents for online or batch searches 
of the ERIC bibliographic database 

maintains a collection of ERIC documents. In microfiche or paper- 
copy format. "* 

We estimate that In 1980* there were 3>269 separate organizations in the U/S» 
vttich satisfied at least one of the above criteria* " * 

In order to Investigate the "cix" of these products and services* 
ve created the variable OVERLAP which was used to tabulate the nutaber of com- 
binations occurring for these four categories. As indicated in Table 5,3» * » 
the largest single group of access points Is composed of access points which * 
subscribe »aly to RIE; this group accounts for nearly one^third i 29 . 1% fc n*952) 
of the access points. This Is followed fay uscess points which subscribe to 
RIE and CUE and maintain an ERIC document' colleftlon (11.8S) » and** Chen by 
access points which subscribe to RIE and maintain ab E^IC document collection" 
(11.62). Together* these three groups account v f or approximately one-half 
(52. SZ) of the 3»269 access points, 



~* i n order to examine these various possible combinations further^ we 
created the variable 0VTE^L*iP2 which can" take the following, values for an access 
poln£: ' < * 



r 



* 



r 

^1 if the access point provides only one c£ the* four ERIC categories 

2 if access point provides only "two*" 

2 *~ che access point provides three " \ 

***" * ^ * 

£ i; the "access point provides all four' . 1 .- 
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Tabic 5*3* Ranking of. ERIC Access Polntfe by ERIC Product/Service Mix 



ERIC Product/Service Mix Number of Access Points 



Rank 


RIE 


CUE 


Documents 


Searches 




(OVERLAP) 




(RIESljB"»l) 


(CIJESUTW) 


(ERICD0C«1) 


(fc.RICSRCH=l) 


N 


% 


1 










952 


29.1 


2 










386 


11.8 


3 


- X 








380 


11.6 


4 




X 






378 


11.6 


5 


X 






X 


343 


10.5 


6 










262 


8.0 


7 










176 


5.4 


8 








X 


119 


3.6 


. 9 








X 


117 


3.6 


10 








v. 


107 


3.3 


11 


X 




X 


X 


43 


1.3 


12 
13 




X 


X 
X 


X 


3 
3 


0.1 
0.1 


Total 


2,708 


1,393 . 


1,420 


732 


3,269 . 


100.0 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener 
Survey, 1981 
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Tabic 5.4 displays the tabulation of this variable, broken down by 
type of access point. 

Only 10,5 percent (approximately 343) of the 3,269 ERIC access 
points Identified in the survey provide all four of the categories. Not 
surprisingly, nearly all (94.1%) of the ERIC Clearinghouses anil Facility 
provide all four. But this group* i& in the minority. In fact, only about 
four pero«nt of the Other Access Points provide all four of the categories. 

For nearly half of all the access points (46.1%), only one ERIC 
product is provided and nearly two-thirds (63%) of this category is accounted 
for by R1E subscribers* There is also a substantial difference between the 
Academic Access Points and the Other Access Points in this regard. Percentage- 
wise, only about one-third (33.3%) of the Academic Access Points provide only 
one category, while nearly two-thirds (61.2%) of Other Access Points provide 
only one. 

ft - 

One possible conclusion from this is, given the substantial number 
of access points which provide only one product or service, there is a 
substantial market within the existing ERIC access points for additional 
ERIC products and services. „ e 

This conclusion may be premature. As shown elsewhere in this 
report, the number of ERIC products and services provided, as indicated by 
the variable 0VERLAP2, increases with the annual budget of the access point. 
IC may be that this is an' entirely expected finding; the larger the budget of 
the access point, the more ERIC products and services it can provide. But it 
is also a fact that there are more "low budget" than "high budget" access 
points, it "is possible that tJiere are many ERIC access points whose manage- 
ment feels that providing one or two ERIC products. or services adequately $ 

covers the educational research and information field. 

* ji 

Perhaps one scenario would be for ERIC management to attempt to com- 
bat this attitude and thereby convince the existing access points to purchase 
additional ERIC produces and services. But such a scenario may not be 
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Table 5.4; Type of Access Point by ERIC Product/Service Mix 



Type of Access Point (NEWTYPE2) 



ERIC 


ERIC 








Product/ 


Clearing- 


Academic 


Other 


All 


Service 


houses & 


Access 


Access 


Access 


Mix* 


Facility 


Points 


Points 


rv in utf 


, (OVERLAP 2) 


(n-17) . 


(n-1,728) 


(n-1,524) 


(n-3,269) 


Only One (n«l,508) 


0,0% 


33.3% 


61.2% 


46.1% 


Only Two (n-882) 


0.0 


28.9 


25.1 


27.0 


Only Three (n-536) 


5.9 " 


22.3 


9.8 


16.4 


All Four (n-343) 


94'. 1 


15,5 


3.9 


10.5 


Column total 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 



SOURCE; King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener 
Survey, 1981 



"Mix" refers to whether an access point does* one or more of the following; 
o Subscribes to RIE 

o Subscribes to CUE . • * 

o Maintains an ERIC microfiche or papercopy document collection 

o Conducts online or batch searches of the ERIC bibliographic database* 
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feasible in the current national fiscal environment. It may be that there 
is a need for an entirely new ERIC product* one which is designed to provide 
access to a broad variety of educational literature to organizations which 

can only af for4-™psycho logically and/or financially to purchaae one, major 

information product, in the field of education. Development of such a product 
would be difficult* of course* due to the large number of sub-specialties 
which are generally referred to as the field of "education". It may be wise 
for ERIC to consider the development of an information system which combines 
all the storage and retrieval advantages of the variety of print* microform* 



and digital technology now employed* possibly via some combination of computer 
and video disc technology. 



t 
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5.3 Access Point Function by Type of Access Point 



Because so many different types of organizations provide access 
to ERIC (college libraries, state education agencies, clearinghouses, research 
centers, etc.)* developed a set of generic function questions to identify 
the functions performed by ERIC access points. Responses to these questions 
are displayed in Table 5.5, identified, as A, B, and C/ 

The first (A) is whether the primary functioi? of the access point 
is to provide 'information services (e.g., documents, statistics, literature 
searches, answers to questions, etc.). All the Clearinghouses and the Facility 
responded positively to this question, '96. 4 percent of the Academic Access 
Points responded ,f y'es*', and 93.0 percent of the Other Access Points responded 
"yes**. Not surprisingly, only a very small percent (4.5%) of all access 
points tesponded "no" to this question. 



The second Question (B) asked for access points to identify their 
single largest group of users, identified as follows: 
o 



1 



Employees of or students affiliated with your organization or 
its parent organization. ^ 

3 

o * Employees of or students affiliated with other organizations, 
o Other. 

The primary purpose of this question was to determine if organizations were 
serving individuals inside or outside of their organizations. This is an 



The Access Point Screener questionnaire provided these definitions: 

"SfOUR ORGANIZATION The organizational unit or L department which is responsible 

for maintaining and/or providing access To ERIC products or services (e.g., a 

^college or university library, 7 a school district's central media resources 
center, a state education agency's information resource center, etc.). This 
questionnaire should b£ cdtopleted from the perspective of this organizational 
unit or department.* 

^PARENT ORGANIZATION The laiQer organization in which your organization is 

administratively, situated (e*g*, -a university or university department, a 
research center, a state agency, an intermediate service agency, a school 
district) etc.) - 

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS Organizations other than your own organization or parent 

organization (e.g., frther colleges, universities, school districts, companies, 
cr state agencies, etc.). 



:RJC 
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Table 5.5.' Access Point Function by Type of Access Point 



Question 



Response 
Categories 



Typeof Access Point (HEWTYPE2) 



ERIC 

Clearing- Academic 
houses & Access 
Facility Points 
(n-17 ) (n-1,728) 



Other All 

Access Access 

Points Points 

<n- 1,524) <n*3, 269) 



A. Is one of your organi- 
zation's primary func-, 
tions to prpvide infor- 
mation services (e.g., 
do cumen t s , e t a t is t i ce , 
literature searches, 
answers to questions, 
etc.)? (Q1P3) 



Yes 
Ho 

Total 



100.0% 
0.0 

100.0% 



9.6.4% 
3.6 

100.0% 



93.0% 
7.0 

100.0% 



95.5% 
tr.5 

100.0% 



B. Whidi of the follow- 


Employees " 11.8% 


97.8% 


51.9% 


81.7% 


ing categories best 


of or students 








* describes the largest 


affiliated 








single groups 


with your or- 








of users your organ- 


. ganization or 








ization services? 


its parent 








(Q1P4) 


organization. 










Employees 52 .9 


1.4 


22.1 


9.1 




of or students 










affiliated with 










, other organiza- 










tions. 










Other 35. c 3 


0.8 • 


26.0 


9.2 


> 


Total 100 . 0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


C. Are the services 


Yes 94-13^ 


98.3% 


74.5% 


91.3% 


provided by your 


No J 5-9 


1.7 


, 25.5 


8.7 


organization intended 










primarily to support 


Total 100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100*.0% 


or promote activities 


t 








associated with teach- 










ing, education, or 










training? (Q1P5) 











SOURCE: 



Screener Survey, 1981 
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Important point in distinguishing between organizations such^ML^t^adltional 
libraries, vhich may serve primarily a local clientele, and clearinghouses, 
which oay be designed for a regional or national constituency. 

Two of the I 1 ? access points in the ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility 
category responded that the largest single group of users served were 
employees or students affiliated with their own organizations. Nearly all 
(97,8%) of the 1,728 academic access points identified this group as its 

single largest uder group, While about half (51*9%) of the Other Access 

* 

Points, did so,. Both the Clearinghouse and Other Access Point categories 
identified "other" primary users, a category which included housewives, 
volunteer groups, private citizens/general public, and both of the first two 
groups. It is perhaps significant that almost one-fourth (22,1%) of the 
Other Access Points identified users outside their organizations as their 
largest group of users;' these access points included "intermediary service 
providers' 1 and other non-ERIC clearinghouses, as well as state education 
agencies. - - 

Finally, access points were asked if their Activities were intended 
primarily to support activities associated with teaching, education, or 
training (C). Sixteen of the 17 access points in the ERIC Clearinghouse 
and Facility responded "yes" to this, as did the substantial majority of the 
Academic Access Points (98.32), However, one-fourth (25.5%) of ttie Other 
Access Points stated that their primary function was no t to support teaching, ' 
education, and training; this indicates that ERIC, in the case of Other 
Access Points, has penetrated the market outside the U.S. education communities. 



Applied Management Sciences, Inc, and Cuadrb Associates, in Descriptive 
Analysis of Human Services Clearinghouses (Silver Spring, Md, , January 1981, 
NTIS So. PB81-169997) defined clearinghouses as organizations which performed * 
all of the following: specifying a focus; acquiring literature; developing an 
organized collection with appropriate access tools; accepting inquiries; 
responding to Inquiries in a nonstandard fashion; providing a search capability; 
engaging in outreach and dissemination (emphasis added) ■ 



5 .4 Description of Access Points 1 Microfiche Facilities 

Rather than rely entirely on a centralized document delivery ser- 
vice, ERIC relies on the use of microfiche as a cost-effective method of 
document delivery. At the present time, microfiche collections* are main- 
tained in 1,127 U.S. access points, which breaks down as follows: 

o . ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility 17 collections 

o Academic Access Points 759 collections 1 

o Other Access Points 351 collections 

Total 1,127 collections 

This total is considerably higher than the 624 organizations listed in the 
directory published by ERIC in September 1976, and is due, we hypothesize, to 
the less restrictive definition we used in defining a microfiche collection. 

Table 5,6 describes the types of facilities maintained for providing 

access to microfiche, described in terms of (a) whether the collection is a 

2 

"closed" collection > (b) whether the access point has facilities for making 
duplicate fiche, (c) number of microfiche readers* and (d) number of microfiche 
reader-printers . 

Overall, 42 percent of the access points have closed collections, 
with a high of 65.9 percent for Other Access Points with fiche collections f' 
and a low of ll.8 percent for ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility. Only about 
one-third (32.1 percent) of the Academic Access Poijnts have "closed 11 collec- 
\ tions. This suggests that user support costs on a unit basis may be higher at 
Other Access Points than, at Academic Access Points due to the potentially 
higher staff tim^ required for both retrieving and re-filing. 

^The term "collection" was defined in the Access Paint Screener Survey, as 
"...a group of microfiche or paper documents which are shelved or filed 
, together in one location". In this section, we refer only to ERIC micro- 
fiche collections. 

2 

A "closed" collection was defined as one in which a user requires "...the 
assistance* of a staff member to both retrieve and re-file ERIC microfiche*'. 
Thus* a ££che collection in which staff handle only re-filing would not be - 
classified as a "closed" collection. • * "* 
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Tabic 5.6* Description of Access Point Microflchp 
Facilities by Typo of Access Point 



Characteristics 
of 

Access Points 
with 

Microfiche Collections 



Type of Access Point with Flchc Collection 

(NEWTYPE2 with ERICFICH-1) 

ERIC CH's Academic " Othe* All . 

& Access AcccssN. , Access 

Facility Points Points \ Points 

<n«17) (n- 758 ) (n- 351 ) <n-l,127) 



A. Percent of sccess points 
with microfiche collec- 
tions r;*ilch hsve ''closed 
collections" (Q4P3) ' 



Percent of access points 
with microfiche collec- 
tions which have access 
to f Iche-to-f Iche* dupli- 
cating equipment (Q4P10) 



11. 8Z 



0.0% 



32. IX 



17. 2X 



65. 9% 



33.9X 



t*2.2X 



22.2% 



Number of 


None 


5.9% 


0.0% 


4.8% 


1.4% 


microfiche 


1 


• 11.8 


7.5 


37.6 


16.0 


readers 


. 2-3 ' " 


35.3 


19.5 


. 27.6 


22.0 


(Q4P7A) 


4-5 


23.6 


24.7 


19.9 


23.3 




6-10 


11.8 


31.5 . 


5.5 


24.0 




. 11 or more 


11.8 


16.8 


A. 6 


13.3 




Total 


100. OX 


100. OS 


100.0% 


100.0% 




Mean 


4.3 


7.1 


6.6 


6.9 




Med lan 


3.4 




2.6 


4.5 


dumber of 


None 


5.9% 


7.5% 


17.7% 


10.3% 


microfiche 


1 ' 


76.5 


55.8 


" 56.0 


56.2 


reader- 


-2 


17.6 


24.5 


15.1 


21.8 


printers 


3 or more 


0.0 _ 


12.2 


11.2 


11.7 


(Q4P7B) 


Total 


100. OS . 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 




Mean 


1.1 


1.7 ' 


1*7 


1.7 




Median 


1.1 


1.3 


1.1 


1.2 



SOURCE: 'King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener 
Survey, 1981 
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Less than one-fourth (22.1 percent) o£ all aceeoo. point?* ulih ERIC 
fichc collections report having access to equipment for making duplicate 
fiche. About one-third (33.9 percent) of Other Acctrsn Points have ciccetm to 
sotofc equipment, perhaps due to the more fceo^rapiiically*disperoed user popu- 
lations of Other Access Points such as Internediary Service Providers which 
rely upon mail service to deliver Cichi? copies. 

The taean number of aicrofichc readers* at, all the access points 
with ERIC microfiche collections is 6.9, with a median of G»5j (In other 
words, half of 'the access points with ERIC flche collections have less than 
five oicrof iche: rdaders . ) Academic Access Points and Other Access Points 
have approximately equal numbers of microfiche readcra^vith nenns of 7>l'and 

respectively- However, the medians for both proups are 5*4 and 2.4 
respectively, meaning that, proportionally, the reader collections at Other 
Access Points tend to be smaller than-at Academic Access Points. 

The nuicber of microfiche reader printers is substantially similar 
across all types of access points, with a mean of 1*7 and median of 1.2* We 
attribute this to the higher purchase and oaintenance costs of such equip* 
men::, coupled with possible restrictions on demand imposed by access points 
via such diverse methods as coin^operated machines and lack of user- f amil iar~ 
itywith equipment. We note, however, that approximately 90 percent o: all, 
access points with flche collections have .reader-printers versus only 
22.2 percent with f iche-to-f iche duplicating equipment. It is also interest*- .. 
ing to note that, proportionally » Other Access Points are more likely to have 
fewer reader-prinzers and more f iche^to-f iche duplicators than are academic 
access points. Is this because Other Access Points are less likely to rely 
upon papercopy distribution than microfiche distribution thaA are the Academic 
Access Points? If so, is this due to purely economic reasons (e.g., the 
expense o: reproducing and distributing papercopy) f or to the heavier equipment 
investments at Academic Access Points, or to, possibly, the fact that zhe Other 
Access Points may be tending to be sore innovative in their provision of ERIC- 
based services? 



" Includes equipment vii^ch car. be ustd :or reading microfiche only or :cr both 
nicrofilz and microfiche* 



5.5 Vxivx Training 

One of the :so&t riiftiiificant activities which cm be engaged in by the 
provider of an infomation product or service 10 urier training Uuer' training 
can accomplish the following: 

1, li cart publicise tin infarction product or ue^tetr^cong its 
potential uaero, 

2- It can publicize ihc organization which provides the product 

service* . \ - 1 "i- 

3, It can teach potential users about a specific product or norvice. 

^ It can provide potential uttern vtth generic Knowledge vhich iu 
transferable to decyind for* and usage of, other infdiraation 
products and t;rrviccs>_ 

EKIC, au a highly decentralized systcc* suBt rely upon itti access 
points for the bulk of its uecr training, vhich can take nany fora> ranging 
Eros iorr^il classroota-typc lectures to audiovitiual-oupported programed 
instruction to hands-on practices. 

In the Access Point Scrcencr Survey, we asked, first* vhat types o: 
training activities had been engaged in during the post tvelvct ztoa^hs* and 
fiecond, hov sany- individuals had been trained during the post cvelvc txnths. 

In the first cose* we subdivided training Along tuo dieensioaa vhich 
arc inportant to £RIC . The first dimension is uhcthcr or not the training is 
ERIC-spocIf ic, i*e. whether or not ERIC Id taught by ittscl£ or in conjunction 
with other products or service^.* This dtecasion ic important because U is 
an; indicator of the degree to vhich an access point itf'-ri 11 ing — -or able- — to 
single out ERIC ;or special attention* The second dimension i^vhethcr or not 
the training is ^irsed at individuals associated with an access ^oint (c,g. 4 stu> 
dents or teachers at a college or university) or at individuals outside the 
organization {say; teachers or administrators in anottfer school systcn or 
crpranijasicn; , This" i* an inditaror of the degree to vhich ERIC has the 

'"Formal training sessions 1 such as lectures and supervised hands-on instruction 
arc considered here. This definition v^s intended to exclude inproirptu trainin 
delivered wail? access point st^:; aided individual requestors; this is con* 
sicered in zztii ictat* irl the Access Point Pricary Survey. 
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poLentlal ot gem*rat iiift or being subject Lc> de&'md outride the izxivdirilv 
organizational boundaries* ol itu tfcce&n poinLTi. 

Table },7 dluplaytJ the r*l-itponf*L-r» to que*it lotu* addriMifiing th«'he two 
iii^r-aion^; the specific trailing cuLttgorieu arc identified at* iLecr* T a' through 
'd'. The percent of access poltitn which engage in each is Wodividtd by type 
of aecetm point-arid by prod*jct/t»ervice six* 

Acroan all accent, point?*, the uingle category of training carried out 
zsout of tttn it>- the training of individuals £ro:n within the organization on ERIC 
li> conjunction' with other inioraaLlon products and services. Nearly half of 
the acccas polntfi («7 >2Z) engaged in thlf» type of LraiMn^i However, this dif- 
fer*; subntant iaUy by type of acce<;*; point. 'Vhile nearly three-fourths ( 70 • 
of the ,ERLC Clear In&houses and Facility engage in this type of training {12 of 
thtratr 17 access points)* only about one-third (33, 7Z or approximately 5.1M of ' 
ih$ Other Access Points engage In chin Lype of trailing- In fact> across all 
four training categories the ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility arc core, fre- 
quently Involved in ERIC training than are* the Academic Access Pointb, which 
in £um are sore frequently involved training than she Other Acceiis Polnra. 
And across all access points, individuals within the iicce^o point or its parent 
organization are aorc frequently trained than arc individuals outside of the 
access point c,r its parent organization, 

Examining Che columns -labeled ,- E?clC ?rcdLict or Service fti.*'\ «"u wc 
th-i' , across all categories^ the sore ERIC products or Services provided by. an 
&*:cez$ point, the cu>re likely it in that that access point will provide ERIC 
training. For cxaDpie, doic than four^fifths {SG*6£> of access points which 
provide access to all four ERIC categories train individuals in their organ!- - 
> zation on E£LC in conjunction with other products and services* while only 
about critf-rhifd (33, - ,) cf those access point:; which provide acccM- to only 
.cne product or service 'ice such trainir-. . , " .. 

«e have seer, :ror. the. above th*si.. ,r ( te~h ^: pcrcerc^, acct*s*> points 
iii:fer ia th^ type of iraiftin;, they oti^r* TVs is tr, turn* cep«:idcnt* upcr\ 

cl; the tytv c; access point the Clear injr/r-c-use* are -mto iiKely than ■ - 

other type-f of access points to provide ; raining), one i?j tht .product -service 

CUE* c?:urer*is, cerrputer searching,- * 



ruble 5.7. Percent of A ceo a a points which Conduct ERIC Training, by Type of Accent) Point and 
by ERIC Product/Service Mix 



♦i) KotM t t rn tiling iot\tt for 

:*ttitient*i or employers of your 
itemization or i tr» parent 
tu ftiini zaI Ion (e - p - , leetun.*?i , 
tour'; , ?itip<TVlf>*_'d h*ind-on 
Inst rue L Ion) wh lch eoncrn- 
timed prlrr-irily on tRIC 
guuriuoC!! ami ui-rvlceft (Q7P1A) 



Type of Acccpfl Point toH/I YFEZ) ERIC Pro durt/fr'rvlce ,Hlx fOVKRLAMJ 

tuucT 

Clearing- Acaduirtc Oth^r 1 All 

housed f* Acccfiei Acce?i!i Only Only ■ Only ■ All Accent* 

Facility Points Pointfi One Two \ Three four Points 

(n- 1/ ) (n-U/28) (n-1,524) (n-l f 508> (n* 882 ) (n- S3& ) (n- 3*3 ) (n-3,269) 



88.2! 



9-71 



73-93 



i-'orruil training tfc*s:>ion!i for 
Individual*; outnldo your organ- 
lration or Ild parent organiza- 
tion v-hich concentrated priciir- 
ily on EftIC product*) Jind nur- 
vicen (Q7Prt; 



10.2: 



0.01 



9,2X 13-1' 



30-31 



8-2^ 



Korr-il training n can lam for 
ntudents or employees of your 
organization or Parent organize- ^ ^ 
t ion uh^lch included ERIC along 
with other. Information producto 
ncrvices (Q7P1C) 



or 



d) Sass« as ( '(c) , but conducted for 
Individuals outside your organi- 
sation or parent organization 
(Q7P10) 



58-31 



33. ?X 33-U ^.-0: 68. U 



76 -51 



9-9X 



1 1 * 



80.65 



47.21 



0.7S 



12.81 



12.52 



9. a 



SOURCE; King Research, Inc., ERIC Coot and Usage Study, Acccs3 Point Scrccncr Survey, 1981 
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'Mix" refers to whether an access point, does one or core of the following: 
» Subscribes to RIE • Subscribes to CUE 

q • MaiiHaituf an ERIC olcrofiche or papcrcopy docuncnt collection 



^ Conducts online or batch searches of the ERIC bibliographic database 
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mix (the more EK1C products or services provided, thfc more training) 
of these points i« surprising, since the ERIC Clearinghouses are by 
ERiC-oriented, and since access point expenaes increase with the nuiube^ 
ERIC products or services offered, perhaps stimulating the need for training. 
Nevertheless, thes* data do demonstrate that at least 1,500 of thP 3,269 tLS\ 
ERIC access; points do provide ERIC training of some sort. 

However, the. above dijicusfi ion does ^ot give any indication of the 
actual number of Individuals trained to use ERfC products or services. This 
is demonstrated in Table 5. 8* Looking at the last column of this table, we 'see 
that, over all types; of access points, more .than one-third (36. IX) of all access 
points report training no individuals on the use of ERIC products or services. 
Since ther n is such a high non- response rate to this question, however, *this " 
oay be an under-estimate *of the number of access points which did no training. 
Even taking this into account, we see that the mean (average) number of 1 
individuals trailed to use ERIC during the past year Is 76.5 Individuals per 
access point per year. The distribution for responses to this question is 
highly skewed, as shown by the mJdian for the 63% of access points responding. 
For these access points which answered this question, the* median number of 
individuals trained per year is /■ 3 . In other words, jQ2 of the access points 
which reported trained one or more individuals per year/ and 50% trained zero 
individuals per year* 

Using 76.5 as the average, and dividing it by 12, yields a monthly 
average of 6^ individuals per month trained per access point to use ERIC. Were ^ 
this pace to continue over a five year period, this would yield approximately 
1.25 million Individuals trained to use ERIC* over a 5-year period, approxi- 
aately 592-of which would be trained by academic access points. Even though 
ERIC Clearinghouses train an average of 536 individuals per year per access 
point to use ERIC, over a 5-year peric^ this would yield approximately 
£6 t 000 individuals^ which is approximately 42 of this (roughly-estimated) ~ 
5-year total, (It should be noted, -however, that the Clearinghouses may train 



1 (3 ( 269 access points) x( 76. 5 individuals per year)x(5 years) = 1,250,392 
irztviduals. 

" 1,72,8 academic access points)x(B5.1 individuals per year)x(5 years) * 
725, 264 individuals; 735,264 * 1,250,392 = .588. 

Clearinghouses S Facility)x(536,2 individuals per year)x(5 years) = 
^5,577 individuals; ^5,577 * 1,250,392 - .036. 



TablcS. 8. Number of Individuals Trained to/Use ERIC Products 
or Services During Past Twelve Months, by Type of 
Access Point 





Number of 


Type o£ 


Access Point 


(NEWTYPE2) 




Individuals 


ERIC 










Trained to 


Clearinghouse^ 


Academic 


Other 


All 




Use ERIC Products 


\ and 


Access 


Access 


Access 




or Services 


r a c 1 1 1 ty 


Points 


Points 


Points 




(Q7P2) ' 


(ti-17) 


(n-1,728) 


(n-1,524) 


(n-3,269) 




None (0) 


5.9% 


29.1% 


44.0% 


36.1% 




1-100 > / 


5.9 


■ 25.5 


11.4 - 


18.2 




\ 101-1,000 


64.6 


9.5 


3.3 


6.6 




iMore than 1,000 


17.7 


1.5 


0.7 


1.7 




Don't Know/ No Response 


5.9 


34.4 


40.6 


37.4 




Total f 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 



Mean 
Median 



536.2 
301.0 



85.1 
2.8 



57.6 
0.2 



76.5 
.3 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Accnss Point Screener 
Survey, 1981 
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a much higher proportion of intermediaries*, which would mean that simnly 
comparing the number of people trained by an accdsc point is a misleading 
indicator for comparing training performance-) ' 1 



60 



5.6 



Access Point Financial Support 



Tabic 5.9 displays the primary sources of financial support for 
ERTt access points In the U.S P About half (49.7%) of the access points report 
that their primary sourc&^of financial support is a college or university 
budget; this reflects the large proportion of ERIC access points which are 
located In academic Institutions* About twenty percent (21.6%) report tbglr 
primary source of financial support is a local, county, or district school 
budget. Only 1.1 percent of the access points report that their primary sourc< 
of financial support is a dlrect^bllllng for services rendered* 



erJc 
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Tabic 5.9. Primary Source of Access Point Financial Support 





Primary 
Source 
of 

Financial Support 
(Q1P6) 


Percent 

of 
Access 
Points 
(n-3,269) 


1. 


College or University Budget 


49.7% 


2. 


, State Funds (other than college or university .budget) 


6.1 


3. 


Federal Grant(s) or Contract(s) 


6.2 


4. 


Private Funding (e.g., foundation, donation, etc.) 


3.3 


5. 


Direct billing or charges for services rendered 
Cotherr than Federal grants or contracts) 


1.1 


6. 


Local* county, or district school budget 


21.6 


7. 


City, county, or municipal budget 


6.4 


8. 


Other 

' — T" * 


5.7 



Total ' 100.0% 



SOURCE: iUng Research* Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Scrcener 
Survey, 1981. 
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Income! from Sale or Distribution of ERIC Products or Services 



One issue which has received much attention In the library field In 
recent years Is whether or not to charge users for Information services, Ac- 
tion 9 of the Access Point Scrccncr Survey addressed this issue. Two types 
of Income were considered: (1) Income from contractual or other formal arrange- 
ments with other organizations, and (2) Income from salco to or payment b£ 
Individuals, "Contrsctual or other arrangements" were defined as .agree- 
ments whereby your organization Is reimbursed, by organizations Pthcr than 
ERIC, on an annual, monthly, or regular basis 4 '. 

Table 5.10 displays the peicent of U.S. ERIC access points which 
reported deriving , roore Chan £100 from ;he sale or distribution of ERIC products 
or services during 1980, broken down by (A) type of access point, and (B) prod- 
uct/service mix. 

These data show that^ approximately 16.4 percent of the access points 
(about 536) of the 3,269 ERIC access points derived more than $100 fron sale 

r 

or distribution of ERIC products or services. As shown, however, this differs 
by the type of access point and by the number of ERIC products or services 
provided. 

Fourteen of the 17 access points in the ERIC Clearinghouses and 
Facility category derived njore than $100, 20.7 percent of the Academic Access 
Points did so, and only 10.8 percent of the Other Access Points did so. 

Line "B° fchovs that the likelihood of an access poinc deriving this 
income increases with the number of products or services offered, with only 
10,3 percent of access points with one product doing so, while nearly half 
(i*S.dZ) of thos* with all four doing so. 
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Tabic 5.10. Percent of Accemi Points which Derived More Than $100 
from ERIC Products or Services during 1980, by Type of 
Access Point and by ERIC Product/Service Mix 







Percent of Accaus Points 






which Derived More Than 


Variable 


Response 
Category 


$100 from ERIC Products 
or Services during 1980 
(09P0-I) 


A. Type of 


ERIC Clearinghouses* 6 Facility (n» 


17) 81. 32 


Access Point 
(NEUTVTE2) 


Academic Access Points (n-1,728) 


20. 1% 




Other Access Points (n«d T 524) 


10.8% 



ERIC Product/ Only one (n-1,508) 
Service Mix 1 rt , , 00 „ s 

(0VER1AP2) ° nly Cwo (n " 882) 

Only three (n*536) 

All four (n"343) 



10.3% 
8.6% 
25.92 
48. OX 



Ml Access Points (n»3,269) 



16.4; 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screcncr 
Survey, 1981. 
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Mix 11 refers to whether an access point does one or snore of the following: 
o Subscribes to RIE 
o Subscribes to CUE 

o Maintains an ERIC microfiche or papercopy document collection 

o Conducts online or batch searches of the ERIC bibliographic database. 
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SECTION 6 t 
DESCRIPTION OF ERIC USAGE 



L 



The purpose of this section of the report is to present data 
on the usage of ERIC, Data arc presented both lit average (per access 
point) terms* as well as in terms of total annual usage. Average use is 
derived from the Access Point Scrcencr Survey, (Section 6.1). Data on 
annual uaage is derived from the Accesa Point Screener and Access Point 
Primary Survey (Section 6.2) . Data on the U.S P educational community 1 ft 
awareness and use arc. presented in Section 6.3, and finally, data describing 
a follow-up study of specific ERIC requestors is presented in Section 6.4. 



/ 

6,1' Description of Usaae nt U\S, ERIC Acceaa Polntp 



6,1*1 A\ yir&fte Monthly Dcm^^d for ERIC 

Access points were asked to estimate average monthly demand for 
RIE* CUE, ERIC microfiche, and online searchos of ERIC* either by it&elf 
or in conjunction with other databases. The questions were worded so that 
demand* as much as possible* could be compared across products and services. 
Question wording was as followfc: 

2*3 On the average, how many times per month does your organiza- 
tion's staff consult RIE? (Pl-ease base' your estimate on the 
number of individual information requests which result in RIE \ 
ustf by your organization's staff* Include your organization's 
staff use as well as Staff assistance to requestors, whether 
or not requestors are physically present . ^ Insert number In 
box, zero if none. Insert "OK" for Don't Know.)' 
■* ■ 
3.3 - On the average* how many times per month does your organizational 
' staff consult ERIC*s Current Indax to Jouvn&ls in Education 
(CUE)? (Please base, your estimate on the number of individual 
* information requests which result in CUE t:se by your organiza- 
tion's staff. Include your organization's staff use as well as 
staff assistance to requestors t whether or not requestors are 
^ physically present* Insert number in box t zero if none* Insert 

^ n DK f ' for Don't Know.-J - 

4*6 On the average* approximately how many times per month is your 
ERIC microfiche collection used? (Estimate the number of times 
ERIC documents on mi^afiche are retrieved from the collections* 
either by your organization's sta£^or,by individual requestors. 
Include use of ERIC microfiche In your organization's facility 
as veil as retrieval of ERIC microfiche for copying or distribu- 
ticr, to other organizations,) (As above, report usage for 
either the number of individual pieces of microfiche or the num- 
ber o: individual report titles. Insert M DK" for Don't Know*) 
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6*3 On the average, how many online muircheft of the 1:KIC blblio- 
Kraphie database art* eonducttrd by tit/iff aedbetu of your 
organization pt*r raonth? (PI cane ba«e your refiponne on thi* 
j number of requetun you receive which renult In your pitrforD* 
^ lnjj ail online search, regardlenet of the, number of utnrch Coo- 
isands or dcflCriptor combinations which are ufuul during the 
course of a lil.ngie terminal tieiifiion-) N 

Responses to theue questions are displayed In Tabic tiubdividud by type 

of access point* Displayed for each category are the Dean, t>fc<iifln, find 
number responding (weighted) * 

For both RIE and CUE, ERIC Clcarin£U'outieti and Facility account £or 
the largest oca a and median number of requests resulting In staff cormuitat Ion 
of RIE and CUE, with RIE being used about tvice as each as CUE* This is " 
reversed for the. Academic Access Points ant! the Other Access Points; RIE its 
used twoTthirds to one-half as zumy ti&es [>cr month at these access points as 
CUE* In terns of both the sic an and the median, across all access points, 
CUE is used sore often than RI£* 

On the basis of comparing means* the Other Access Points show the 

greatest monthly demand for ERIC raicrofichc, with a csonthly average of '*90 

title retrievals* This is doc to a feu large Intermediate (service providers 

in this category which nake very heavy u g c of the microfiche* 7hi£ 1b soat^ 

what aisleading, however, which is why the median is alao displayed* Other 

Access points have by far the lowest median monthly dc:sab£ for ERIC microfiche* 

half of the Other Access Points report microfiche titles being retrieved 

five or fever times per month* Such an extreme difference between the z*ean 

and median is a characteristic of highly skewed distribution* Also, che 

lower ratio of mean to median for Academic Access Points when compared to 

Other Access Points 3uggC3t3 chat Academic Access Points arc a cuch oorc 

/ 

homogeneous population than the Other Access Points* 

Perhaps surprisingly > access points are renarkably similar in rerr^ 
of their online searching activity** On the average, 2fr ERIC online searches 
are conducted per month, with f a median 04 nine, The £*UC Clearinghouses and 
Facility conduct the most per month, with a mean of 30* The Academic Access 
Points anti Other Access Points are very similar In cera of their medians* 

« §2 




Tab It? t>*l Average Monthly Ucrr^ind tor ELR IC Products find SvrviCift* 
by £KtC Category and Type of Accuaa Point 
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20 




conifc online 














searches .ire con- 
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(Q6P3C) 


in) 


(16) 




(187) 


(632) 


$01; 


RCE: King Scsearch* : 


nc M -£BIC 


Cea: and w 


age Study* 


Acctafi Foiot 




Screencr Survey, 


W31 











rtii^rs to tfic au^oe: ci access p5*t;c^ 4 

Tor ildf^tcs cf' loC^I ^r,oo^l us'^t\ jh*r reader "^iD^id refer ic Tablos 6*9.. 

;ir;i ^.;0,'vnuh pre^en? £o:&lf. -Tsc^ystvi icr ^%j*j^it>icrd u^a£# 'as veil <ir» £or 

iiaj rtr^-r^tr^ accflunsed ior by access pci^ts; of* different si«ft. * 



wltw veriuf,i ei^hc t cn]«?c t lv*»ly . **V b^ilrvf that in Aue zuiyuc jh* 

such to overt, decani tor m^Htu- iM***rcl»l a ? * ii*- 1 it ^ ui&'litr betveen the t,-v 
t yjMMi »*( .iivct^^i :il fj to t.iiu i.oni'Lra iiilft lcpu!*^ J hy Oifc ^aiutfe&t'^!, 
online f*c/irthin#* - Itmt .iu, relatively ( <;v U- Itlual h in libraries ujui 
t> cher acccfi^ points *i re ji c ltj.fi 1 3 v t raided In tomiuc t 'i in\ online :JCiir c hl;t^ # 
♦iTitf thin yutu uj^er boutul un the funster uf *]e*ucho^ vUlc'r c«ui bv. c;?n<iucte 
on a d*\tly ftft veil ;*r> r^>JHHly btfftis, Wis at jr. £^re ^nif loin; ore ih* 1 McJ- 
I»iriticn btftveen Ac.idrf&lc t \cccnn Vointu rtn*2 Uther Accctri Z'otsu^ in their 
AVur^Ke volume of !u*/ircfrift£- vnll/e t"t KIL 4 CUt, and mutoizchi? (vmh 

Uft relatively low median lor aicroficiu*) , online ticircM^ appciru to' Uc, ^ 
^n' "desocyatl*:" ior^ o, v in/oniiiitfi accc&n in thai H I** jnot rc'trULesi to 
,K ti «s 1 *" /ii-'ce;^* ^oliUtw I?i tt.^f u:".:f l tct , online r c h 1 e,: <>i ^j'^v- 
ro Tii;^Jn<itr*ne £he legibility o: c Kpa:u! £r:£ uo^ &z Vr.ZC -h:o*;,;h .,'ltn'i:-i;l'. 
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Aeceun points were -iiw^-^ '= + UU;ni,ifv thr r»onil*" i*«n the yc**r 
with ti»i- highest anil low tit ufii- ui RIH, CUE* E.R1C Dicroi ichi-. ' Wi-i Lh'K" 
computer turar€fr£n£. FUMppon<>e£ lo l\\\*ne nxtvnt lomi vcre very t^l^l^ir. at* 
^ibplnycd in 7iib*e 6,2. October "va^ L*ictUifictf by the sonority in each 
category aft tiu? soath vstU hi^hc^C Uitniiinci; Au^uut viifi tlw^ t^ontV* iJc.iHiicd 
t*y the majority jj. fr*jvlo£ the luvt-jit <kr,^niS . 
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l\,ibU* K^nChii with Mifjhetu and Low cut Hue of UUC» 

by Month and KRIC Category 



fenth 
with 

lUghcMU 

'or 
Lowe tit 



cut; 

jn-1,393) 



ERIC 
Microfiche 
(n-1,127) 



ERIC 
Computer 
Search Iny, 



Highest Lowest Highest Loveut Highest Lowoat Ulgheot Lowent 
CQ2P3A) (Q2P2R) (Q3P2A) (Q3P2B) (Q4P5A) (QAP58) (Q6P1A) (Q6P1B) 
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5.3v 


3.0" 




3 . 8 >«. 


B.U 


5-1-4 


6 . 7X 


February 




0.3 


7.1 


0.5 


3.) 


0.7 


■ 4.9 


2.0' 




9.9 


0.4 


4 . 3. 


0.3 


5.1 


0.0 


9.9 


1.9 


April 


7.0 


o.o . 


5.0 


' 0.0 


10.3 


0.1 


4.1 ' 


1.3 


May 


5.7 


5,6 


4.7 


6.6 


3.S 


9.6 


6. A 


".0 


June 


5.8 


4.5 


6.2 


6.1 


A. 2 


12.1 


3.2 


7.9 


July 


11.5 


23.7 


12.1 


18.3 


13-8 


15.1 


9.2 


11.6 


August 




35.6 


0.8 


36. Z 


2.4 


32.2 


2.5 


35.6 




6.1 


7.0 


5.6 


5.5 

I 


8.9 


9-1 


13.4 


.8.5 


October 




2.3 


30.3 


0.4 


26.4 


1.0 


31 .7 


1.1 


November 


13.6 


0.1 


17.3 


0.2 ' 


16.2 


0.3 


8.1 


* 0.4 


Docesibcr 


1.9 


15.1 


1 ..7 


is;? 


1.9 


16.8 


1.5 


i4 :\ 


local 


100.0* 


100 .ox 


1O0.0X 


100. 0^ 


100. OX 


100.0% 


100. OX 


100, ox 



SGL7XE: King Kfcsearch, Inc.,- ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener 
* Survey, 1981 
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6.1.3 Unassisted vSt Anointed Usu for HIE and CUB 

Access Joints which subscribed to RIE and/or CUE weru ask«cl to 
ultimate, on an average monthly basis, how many times access, point staff 
consulted RlE or CUE, either in response to their own or toother Individ- 
ual users' requests. Not Included were individuals' consultation of RIE or 
CUE which were not assisted by access point staff. This "unassisted" 
category of use was not included in the estimate of average monthly requests 
since wo had found during questionnaire pretesting* that access point staff 
did not feel capable of providing reasonable estimates of this category 
of RIE and CUE use* (This point is discussed in more detail in the analysis 
of the Primary Survey.) 

Nevertheless, we did ask in the Access Point Screener questionnaire 
whether "unassisted* 1 use of RIE and CUE was greater than, less than, or 
about the same as, assisted use. Responses to this question, for RIE sub- 
scribers jnd CUE subscribers which did not respond n not applicable" to this 
question, are displayed in Table 6*3- ' 

* 

Over all access points, nearly one-third (29.2%) of RIE subscribers 
said that unassisted use was greater than assisted use, while nearly half 
(46.11) of CUE subscribers stated that unassisted CUE use was greater than 
assisted use. The greatest difference occurs with the ERIC Clearinghouses 
and Facility category, where 60 percent (9 out of 15 of the access points in 
this category) reported unassisted use to be less than assisted use. 

Despite the large proportion of "cion't know" responses to this ques- 
tion, the responses are evidence that: 

o in a substantial number of access points* unassisted use of RIE 
and CUE is at least equal to assisted use; 



We would like to .acknowledge the substantial 1 input: provided by Mr. Edward 
Earner and the staff or the Chester Frits Library of the University of North 
Dakota curing the development of the Access Point Screener Survey question- 
naire, particularly their detailed review of the procedures followed in 
estimating assisted and unassisted use. 
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Tabic 6.3 Relationship of Unassisted Use to Assisted Use for Resources 
in Education and Current Index to Journal*? In Education* by 
Type of Access Point 



Type of 
Access 


Relationship between Unassisted Use and 
Assisted Use (Q2P4 and Q3P4) 


Point 1 
(NEWTYPE2) 


Greater 
Than 


Less 
Than 


About 
the Same 


Don't 
Know 


Row 
Total 


ERIC Clearinghouses & Facility 












RIE (n-15) 


26.7% 


60.0% 


13.3% 


0.0% 


100.0% 


CIJ& (n-15) 


26.7% 


60.0% 


13.3% 


0.0% 


100.0% 


Academic Access Po int s 












RIE (n-1,477) 


36.1% 


23.8% 


11.0% 


29 . 1% 


100.0% 


CUE (n-868) 


57.3% 


13.7% 


10.0% 


19 .0% 


100 .0% 


Other Access Points 




33.0%' 








RIE (n-972) 


18.62 


13.2% 


35.2% 


100.0% 


CUE (n-397) 


22.5% 


34. 0% 


14^2% 


29.4% 


100.0% 


All Access Points 












RIE (n«2,464) 


29.2% ' 


27.6% 


11.9% 


31.3% 


100.0% 


CUE (n-1,280) - 


46.1% 


20.5% 


11.3% 


22.0% 


100.0% 


SOURCE: King Research, Inc., 
Survey, 1981 


ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access 


; Point 


Screene 



1 / 

The "n's" given in this table do not include access points which responded 
"not applicable** to this question; these were approximately niive f>ercenV°* 
2,708;RIE subscribers and eight percent of the 1,393 CUE subscribers.' 
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Oj CUE io used more often (proportionally) by individuals^working 
on their own than in RIE. 

There are several possible reasons for this laot finding, such as: 
o ClJE's being similar to other printed abstracts and indexes 
which cover literature published in Journals and magazines; 
o RIE's being located in a substantial number of access points 
where ERIC documents are not available. (Based on our calcu- 
lations, 1,556 (57.5%) of the 2,708 RIE subscribers do not 
maintain their own ERIC document collections.) 

Despite the likelihood that ERIC document collections are readily 
accessible, at least from the standpoint of th/* access point staff, we 
feel that it Is Inevitable that the luck of ar/lmmediately availably ERIC* 
document collection niay result in the proportionally lower unassisted 
use of the RIE when compared with CUE, We base this on our knowledge J 
of past research in information use which showed that physical proximity 
of an information product is an important determinant of its use. We 
hypothesize that this Is true even when rapid access is provided via a 
dedicated mail or delivery service* from an access point's docum w collect 
tion or from EDRS. 

This is not to say that unassisted use of ERIC is "better than** 
assisted use, a point which is addressed elsewhere in the discussion of 
the Requestor Survey results. But* it is a fact that many access points v 
promote unassisted use through their offering of ERIC training, especially 
academic access points; this may be why the ratio of unassisted to assisted 
RIE use is higher for Academic Access Points thgn for Other Access Points, 
An important question, which is unanswered here, is to what extent unassisted 
use of RIE can be promoted given the built-in delay of obtaining the docu~ 
inents at so nany of the access points which subscribe to RIE- Another ques- 
tion, regarding CUE, the degree to which requestors obtaii^ the articles 
they identify where using CI' 7 .; this is addressed^ in the analysis of 
Requestor Survey results. 



rvlccs for 



6,1, A Relative Use of Different Search Services for Online Searching of 
ERIC ^ - 7~ 

The three major search services In the U,S. which provide online 
accdss to the ERIC bibliographic database arc Lockheed, SDC, and ^RS , Their 
relative use for accessing ERIC are 'displayed in Table 6.4. Here we sec that 
norc than half (54. 1Z) of the access points which conduct ot make arrangements 
for online searching use Lockheed for 100 percent of their ERIC searches. 
Other Access Points are more likely to use Lockheed for all ERIC searches than 
are Academic Access Points, 71.5% versus 47.5%, respectively. 

All Access point types arc approximately equal' In their non-use of 
SDC for searching ERIC; approximately 87,4 percent of all access points report, 
conducting no ERIC searches on SDC. 

Two-thirds (67.5%) of ERIC access points also report they conduct 
no ERIC searches via BRS, 

The range of percents given In Table6.4also demonstrates, however, 
that there is occasionally joint use of the var^us systems, with combinations 
of Lockheed and BRS being more common than combinations of Lockheed and SDC, 

Few access points (about 3%) report using other online systems, 
examples of which would be access points which mount their own t^pes for pro- 
viding online searching capabilities. 



TflUU 6.4 Percent of On lint! MK1C Searches 

by Type of Accent; Point nnd Search, Syutctn 



Type of Accctui Point ( KEUTYPE2) 
• ERIC 

Clearing- Academic Other All 
Search Percent of houses & Acccao Aeee&ti Accents 

System ■ ERIC Searches Facility Polnta Polntn Potntn 

A, Nucbcr of acccso points which 16 478 187 682 

conduct or make arrangements 
fdr online ERIC searches 
(0SL1NE-1) 



B. 


Lockheed 


None (o*:V 


12.5% 


22.1% 


4. IS 


16.5% 




(Q6P5A) 


1-50% 


25,0 


20.7 


14.9 


19.4 






51-99% 


25.0 


9.7 


9.5 


10.0 






All (100%) 


- 37.5 


47.5 


71.5 


54. L 






Total 


100.02 


100.0*4 


100,02 


100,0% 


C. 


SDC 


None (0%) 


81.2% 


88.7% 


84 . 9% 


87.4% 






1-50X 


12.5 


11.0 


15.1 


12.2 




(Q6P5B) ^ 


51-992 


0.0 


0.3 


0.0 


0.2 






All (100%) 


6.3 


0.0 


0.0 


0.2 






Total 


100.05; 


100. 02 


100.0% 


100.0% 


D. 


' BRS 


None (OX) 


4 3. 8% 


60. n 


88 * 5% 


67.52 




(Q6P5C) 


1-502 


31.2 


8.4 


7.4 


8.9 






51-99% * 


25.0 


as A 


-■' 2.2 








All (100=) 


0.0 


15.9 


1.9 


11.7 






Total 


.100.0% 


100.02 


100.0% 


100.0% 


E. 


Other 


None (0%) 


• 100.02 


98.6% 


94.4% 


97.4% 




(Q6R5D) 


1-501 


0.0 


0.1 


3.5 


1.1 






51-99:: 


0.0 


0.4 


1.2 


0.7 




I 


All (100%) 


0,0 


0.8 


r 0.9 


0.8 






Total 


" 100,0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


300.02 



SOURCE: King Research, Int* v ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screencr 
Survey, 1981 
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6.1-5 Searching ER IC In Con junction vith Othvt maabane n 

iJu/r to the variety of <fieveral hunt! red) bibliographic iJnc/ibatvr^ 
which arc currently available online ur the United Scales, it i« Co Im: 
expected time EH1C will not be the only datab.me Searched during the coutmr 
of a*iny ERIC fiearchcis. We addreuoed thin point by a*itUnfc In the Accent* 
Point Screencr Survey about the of KRI C by itnelf verauu the uoe *;f 
ERIC in aonjunctioti vith other diitabamrn* Table 6*5 dtuplaya reiipoaiHrn for 
the ERIC /icecrMi poSntn which conduts of a-ike arran^e^etun for ERIC online 
searches* Data categories & and C nhov? 

B: .£carchea per cottth o? only the lHIC dntabav.e* and 
C: Searcher* per cmuh of the ERIC database in cocbHujKio^ vtth 
other databases* 
The cean and cedian arc dfnplayed for both. 

i the ratio. oi. "E* IC-onI y tT to *'£SIO-pix*:.- other* 4 marches dif- 

fers !.ub« t ant f ally aconfc tiie three accefri; poinsi ratcgorieo: 

" 3. EHIC Clearinghouses l> Fdcjmv ?-co-i ti.e*. 

2k Academic Accesa Points 1-to-I (i.e. 7.5?>„0) 

3. Other Access, Points 2-tc-l (i*e; , 21*2U0*S) 

**r, terns o: concentration upcm 2K1C, the ERIC tUviriTifchausen & Facility are 
cn top, % follcved by the Othvr Access t'ointri, then the Acadejaic Access Points* 
7hi& eay reilcct Other Acclcftii Points* sore narrov subject fotua ton education) 
than the Academic Access Points, It also generate a hypothesi& that^ an the 
number of EalC searches iflfercji&eo * the likelihood increases that the proportion 
of "ESUOoniy" searches also increase. <Vc have not specifically tested 
ihv:> hypothesis ■ which tslftht be the topic of further research,} 

Second, it is possible that the difference* in tcrr^ of **£SiC-only'* 
versus *"L£tt-pliis*other M &carchv£ also reflects the frequency yith which* ERIC 
access pcint& conduc;: EKIC Searches for other or^anizationr* uhlch forvtird their 
HKIC search ^quests to the ERIC access points- utch data category t ov, 
lable <i*5'» ve see the frequency 'With uhich .the access potntn conduct £HIC 
searches wrtich.are iorvarccd to :her. hv other inforrat i;*n pravidere^* It la 
cleat that Ctlier Access Points sre \he cps; likely, bcth in absolute. *r;d 
proportional terss* to conduct ^"IC s^arcneii for oth^r in£!om:7?:iDn *providm-; 
^Il^htiV *Dre £h^n r*n^-:ot;rth (26,3") thv Oihfr Acce^p -^iflts report v^a: 
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Tflble/6.5 Kusber of ERIC Online Searcher; Conducted per Month 
by Type of Access Point 



Data 
Category 



Type of A£C£?m Point pg;WTVPE2) 
ERIC 

Clearing- Atuidenie 

houtivs >ACCft3£ 

Facility Pointti 



Other All 
AccciiG Accesu 
Points Points 





'^'ucbcr of ncccnn points 
which conduct or make 
-^irtangcMntft for online 
ERIC ficxurchcji 




"36 


r*78 


is; 


682 




Searches, per izonth con* 




21 .0 


7 . 5 


21 ,2 


11.8 




ducted by otaff of only 






.0 


3.6 


•*.o 




the ERIC database 










(Q6P3AX. 












c* 


Scfirrhoft we t cunth ecu- 






7.0 - 


10 .S 


8.0 




ducted by ©caff of the 


Median 


o , 




'..6 


2-8 




ERIC datable in codbina- 












'Ion vith other database** 




























; r*i:il all oni'ip.c UUC 


Mean 






32.3 


20.4 




marches 'cocsiuctcd by staif 


Median 


1S»5 


8.8 


7.9 


S.7 ^ ' 






59 . yr 








Percent o: CD) conducted 


Norn: CO)?, 


-12. SI 


50.07, 


55. ZZ / 




in te&penae to rt-qye&ts for- 


1-25X 


75.2 


36.2 


23.7 


33.5 




warded by o:!ier inivrcat ion 












providers 


26-iob:. 


12.3 




26.3 


11.1 




(Q6?:.) 


■ Total 


100. OX 


100.05 ' 


100. QZ 


100. QZ " 


SOI 1 


KCK: Kin£ Kcseareh, -it;,, Z?, 


iC Cost -antf Us.ip.c Stud 


y. Access 


Peine Scretmcr 



Survev, 
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26 percent or more of the ERIC iiearch rcquetstu which they conduct are clone 
for other information provide.- ro. It appears, baaed on thifi, that Other 
Access Points are more likely to be involved In cooperative lnter-organiza- 
tional activities such aa tliosc provided by intermediary service providers > 

state education agcncleu,- and others* at leant when measured In terms of 
* 

online searching, " , 



6 , K 6 Forwarding of ICfUC OnUnq Search RenueKtfi to Other Or^anizfit ion*; 



In order to conduct an online !ie;rtrch of a particular database, an 
access point must: ^ 

• have access to a computer terminal 

• possess an appropriate account number and password to connecr, 
w*ith a system which offers the database 

• have staff who are qualified to log onto the, system and conduct 
a search Ci,e. construct a. search statement, interact with the 
system* etc*) 

• have money to pay for the search 

Since not all access points are likely to possess all four of Che 
above, we asked in tiie Access Point Screener Survey about the frequency with, 
which access point staff might forward search requests to other organizations 
to conduct. Responses to these questions are displayed In Table 6*6. J 

Of all access point types, the Clearinghouses and Facility are the 
nost likely to forvard search requests (of any database) other organisations; 
one-fourth (25Z) of these access points forvard six or more search requests per 
sonth to other organizations* It* f£ct. access pointu in this category forward 
an average of 6.^ search requests per month to other organisations .to conduct, 
perhaps reflecting ERIC policy which places less emphasis on user support 
services for ERlC Clearinghouses than for other types of access points* 

Hot surprisingly. 60 . percent of the £KIC Clearinghouse access points 

* * " '''if' 

which do forvard search requests to other organisations do report that 100 per- 
cent of these forwarded search requests include searches of the EfUC database. 

These facts should be taken into account vhen evaluating responses to 
the Requestor Population Survey conducted as part of this fitudy. .That is, even 
if Clearinghouse & Facility staff negotiate reques:s with users and construct 
search statements, ^-iny of the searches reported by this access point category* 
will be for searches ac:ually conducted by staff other than Clearin^ho^^e and/ 
Facility s:a : f * * x 
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Tabic 6.6 v Reqt;C>to per Month for Online Soarcl^^Forwardcd to Other' 
Organisations by Type of Access Point' . ' , 

'* ' Type of Access Point. (HfiWTYPE2) 

; ' • ! . ERIC 

, ^ Clearing* Academic Other All ; 
Data ' hpuaes h ; Access Access Access 

Category r / ^ Facility Points Points Points 



A* 



B. 



Number of access points 
vhich conduct, or make 
arrangements for online 
ERIC searches 
(ERlCSRCtt»l) <\ ' , 

Nimfcer of requests jp^r "■ 
month for online searches 
of any database .which are 
transmitted -to other 
organizations 
(Q6P6) 



C. Percent oi (£) which 

include searches pf ERIC 
"> : (Q6P7) > 



16 



478 



187 



682 



None (0) 
1-5 , 

6 or ©pre 

Total 

-* ™ j*» «r 

Mean 

None (OX) 
1-252 
26-75X ' 
■-76-99X 



37. 5* 
37.5 
■ 25.0 

ioo.ox 

6.4 

, 20.0* 
10. 0 
10, 0 

o.a 



^79.3X 
17.6 
3.7 



82.1V 79. U 
10.6 15.8 

7.3 5.1- 



ioo* ox ioo.ox ioo. ox' 



Ail ••noon 6p.fr 

Total 100. OS 



1.0 ■ 

37. 2X 
19.7 
15,6 . 
9.3 
IS" 2 



SOURCE: Kin& Research, . Inc., 
. * Survey, 19'8i 
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3.7 1.9 

30. 2X - 34 .TiX 

0.0 15.0 

28.6 l8 f 5 

: 8.1 8.1 
33.1 . 24.0 

1O0.GX 100. OX 
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BottNAcade&ic and Other Accede Polnti* ouch lean frequently forward or 
refat request© co other organisation^ to conduce. Approximately 80 percent . 
o£ the. accost* points in each 'of ,theac categories vfclch conduct or aake arrange- . 
ocattt (or PllC searches forward no aearch tcqueots to other organization to I 
conduce.' For those acceaa pointa in these categoriea tihlch jo forward aabjrch 
requests* however* Other Access Points are alighjily i»ce lltaly ,£o forward ipre 
aearch rcqueattt, with Other Acc^ae Points Jotvatdlng an average ajf 3.7 requests 
per ponth vcrfluo KO r*que«rts ptfr^ntb for JJc^de&lc A^^cbg Pointy tnfc'cteia* 
iogly* oearch* requeata forwarded co other organizations by *6tWr Accces Points ■ t - 
have a higher probability being £*iiC search requeue perhojitt reflecting the- 
Other Accent Points 1 Dora narrov f ocua on th^ebwcatiptwl fle3d Icsclf than the - 
broader-fbeusod Academic Access Points. •/ r ■ . ^ ' 

. <- - - j - -■ v r . ; : ■ . .■ > , - 

Wo conclude Iroo the abbve chat about one-fHch (20,93> of .the ERIC, 
ae^paa pc/otfi do forward" one or core nearch requotfttf per o>nth to other or goal- . 
ration^,, reflecting a "fai v riy atib^tantlaX aaduac of inter-or^nl rational cooper^ 
^'ioa in this particular info nation accc&a t&olv* Ncvcrthelp.es®, Acadcoic t knd ■ 
Other Acccso, Points do not appiyir-to differ ^vbaiaarially id this regard, 
despite Other Atfcess poittra conducting about p^itct as camy ERIC fie'atchett per - 
5»ath per acceoa (k>inc ac Anemic ^cceao Poiats (32 vcraun, 15 per itonjh for 
thw^^cacegorieft^^rwapectiv^iy) , Wc vou Id predict that, as the overall voluaa 
of^onliae searching continues to increase every yeat.^chat^ die; proporcion : Jbt 
access points uhidh do not conduct tltctr oyh/Bearch^a vill decreaa^. Thia cay - 
reault ii aa ; i^creaae in the overall uueber "of custODerxs Served by tbe*databaac f 
ffC^rch systems <ayqh as Lot>tbe«d t >RS» and SDCji along vt'th" 4 probable increase 
? , ija ,the overall ^usbcr of /ERIC scarchoa. ; - v ' / V :" ■ ^ : • " : ^ ' , 

,'Ua$brctttMitely», ife dii not coiliett i« th« acreenc^ aur\e^\data oa gxwtt* 
^trenda/for toniine" searching asvDns £RIC s^ce^s points. . Sevcrthclcssy tbft oajoi^ 
p^itu^ co be aifarc ot h«,«t Is chat otflinc scarcMpg is taot Jfust a phe^otsetl^ H ^ ' ' * 
iio^eS. |u?c to aca*ietiic access poinz^^^^pit^' the BO^wiinx. o^dated perception 
, o£ ERlC'aJf an icioraati<m aitrvtce tfh^ch caters prinarily r tq, the aC5<icrxlc 



6.1.7 ERIC Batch Searching -. 
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v In "batch" searching df ERIC, requests for searches are grouped 
together so that more than one search request can be run against^ the database 
at one time. Software which provides for batch searching of a database is 
simpler than the software necessary for online searching. About fifty organ- 
izations besides the major qnline, search services subscribe to the^ERIC* tapes, 
.many of "which mount the tapes on their own computers for performing batch / 
searches . -> 

Me estimate (Table 6. ji) that 94 U.S.. ERIC access points conduct or' 
make arrangements for ERIC batch searches. We estimated earlier that 682 
access points conduct or make arrangements for online ERIC searches; this 
indicates that online searching is the "search method of choice" for the 
majority of U.S. access 1 points. This Is entirely understandable, since an 
access point does not need access to its own computer for conducting %n online* 
search; access to a telephone and a portable computer terminal t are" sufficient** 

. However, Table 6*8 also , demonstrates that nearly half (47.2%) of the 
-94 batch' search access points report that the staff of organizations other 
than their own or their parent organizations fun the batch .searches for them 
(variable Q6P10C) . 

\ 

p" \ P + -- 

The mean, number of batch searches conducted per month by access 
points which provide this service is 20*8; this compares with the mean number. 
\ of •online searches conducted per month as follows: 



*Durlng one site visit, we asked ^access* point staff why they continued tb con- 
duct batch searches of the ERIC database when online searching was so access- 
ible/ Their response: (a) computer. time was provided free by their campus 
computer'; (b) their state government* not their library budget, paid for their 
subscription, and (c) the batch searching software had been developed under a 
government- funded research grant nearly a decade before. 



/ 




Table 6.7 Comparison pf Averagfe Number of Online and Batch ERIC 
\ . Searches per month by Type of Access Point 



Average 

Number 
* 

of ERIC 
Computer 
Searched 
per Month 




. Type of Access 


Point (NEWTYPE2) 




ERIC 
, Clearing- 
houses 
facility 


Academic 

Access 
• Points 


Other „ 

Access 

Points 

— * 


All 

Access 
Points 


rt 

Online ERIC Searches 
(682 Access Points) 7 


30.4 


14.8 . 


32.3, 


20. A 


Batch ERIC Searches 
(94 Access Points) 


15.5 


34-6 


1 

3.8 


' 20.8 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point 
Screener Survey, 1981. 




Table 6 
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ERIC Batch Searching Jay Type of Access Point 







Type .of 


Acccss'Polnt (NEWTYPE2) 






ERIC 






; 


Clearing- 


Academic Other , All 


1 Data Category/ 




houses & 


Access Access- Access 






Facility 


Points Points Points 



A. 


Pi , Number of access points 




2 


51 


41 94 




which conduct ERIC batch ^ 












searches (Q6P8) 










B. 


Number of £RIC batch 


Mean 


15.5 


34.6 


3.8 20.8 




searches conducted per - 












month (Q6P9) 


Median 


. 15.5 


r.3 


1.1 1.3 



C. Task breakdown for batch searching: 



Task 


Responsibility 










a) Negotiating* 


1. Own staff 


100.0% . 


100.0% 


93.2% 


97.0% 


receiving^ or ' 


* 2^0ther dept. 


0.0 


. b.o . 


6.8 


5.0 


clarifying request 


3. Othsr org. 


0.0, 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


(Q6P10A) 


Total 


- 100.0% ■ 


' '100.0% 


» 100.0% 


100.0% 


fc) Constructing the 


1. Own staff 


100.0% 


75.0% 


100.0% 


86.5% 


statement (I.e. » 


2. Other dept. 


0.0 


1.2 


0.0 


0.7 


selecting descrip- 


3. Other org. , 


0.0 


23.8 


0.0 


12.8 


tors, constructing 


Total * 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


search logic, etc. 


<■■> ^ 










(Q6P10B) 












r c) Running the batch 


1. Own staff 


100.0% 


18.1% 


58.9% 


37.8% 


search on the~ com- 


2. Other dept. 


0.0 


23.4 


5.5 


15.0 


puter (Q6P10C) 


3. Other org. 


,0.0 


58.5 


35.6 


47.2 




Total 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


d) Reviewing or 


1. Own staff 


loo:o% 


74.8% 


93.2% 


83.4% 


\ screening <£he 


2. Other dept. 


o.o 


13.8 - 


6.3 ■ 


10.4 


search outmit 


3. Other org. 


0.0 


11.4 


0.0 


6.1 


(Q6P10D) I 


Total 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100 .0% 



SOURCE: King Research , Inc.* 
Survey, 1981. 
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Across all types of access points that do searching, approximately an equal 
number of, batch searches and online ^searches are conducted per month 
(20.8 vs. v 20.4). However, Other Access Points conduct more online searches 
per access point 4 f than. do Academic Access Points; this is reversed for batch 
searches, where Academic Access Points conduct more than* Other Access 
Points. . ' j 

One possible explanation for this is that Other Access Points have 
beenv proportioncVly-atr-l^ast-, quicker- to -shifts to^online. searching.. thatL_have^. 
^Academic Access Points. Alternatively, Academic Access Points (like the one 
cited in our footnote) may have found it more cost-effective to perform batch 
searches because of their older equipment and software investments. 



Table6.8also displays the breakdown of tasks involved in batch 

searching. Nearly all access points report that their own staff negotiate 

search requests (97.0%), as well as review or screen search output ( (83.4%). A" 

majority (86.5%) also report they actually construct search statements for the 

j 

batch searches. As noted'above, nearly half (47.2%) report that staff at other 



organizations (rather than their 6wn access point' staff or staff within other 
departments of their parent organization) actually run the batch search on the 
computer. 



ERLC 



86 



100 



\ - ■ . . 

6.2 ' Total Annual ERIC Usage 



Based on the 'data provided by access, points In thf, Access Point 
Screener Survey, which has been adjusted via the Access Point Primary Survey 
to take Into account the differences between assisted and unassisted use, we 
have estimated the total annual usage for RIE, CUE, ERIC computer searches, 
and ERIC documents. 

These data are significant for the following reasons. First, they 



provide an understanding, for the overall, demand for the various products and 
services. This is one measure of tlje overall ■"performance'' of the ERIC sys- 
tern. Second, by subdividing the usage estimates by such variables as type of 
use and type of access point, we' can begirt to Identify the relative use of 
various channels for* accessing ERIC- supplied lnforniatlon. This Is another 
variable related to system performance, and It may be of us^ to HIE In Its 
deliberations on ho^' to modify or expand usage of the ERIC system. Third, 
these data on* usage provide Input into the overall cost analysis, In that the 
amount of time spent reading* consulting, or usln^ ERIC products and services 
accounts for a significant proportl£n^df~~the costs, associated with the ERIC 



system. 



/ 
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Two caveats should be kept In mind when using the data from these 



tables. First, the estimates of "unassisted 11 use are conservative. That is, ? 
these estimates were made basfid on the proportion of requests classified as 
"unassisted" by the access points which participated in the Primary Survey. * 
According to comments made by many of the participating access joints, they 
were unable to observe itCsome cases all the unassisted use^of the ERIC 
products they were monitoring. While we are unable to precisely estimate to* 
what degree unassisted use Jias been undei reported, we feel safe in estimating 
that the unassisted use reported here could be conservatively inflated for RIE 
and CUE by a factor of 10-20 percent; ^Ebuse of the nature of access provided 
to ERIC documents (e.g., many closed collections) and ERIC searching (e.g., few 
people with Individual accounts) we are much more confident In the completeness of 
docuoent and searching estimates. . 



Our second caveat has to do with the relationship between requestors 

' |l 

and requests In our usage estimates. That Is, one requestor can .account for 
multiple requests ovet a period of time, and more than one ERIC product or, 
service -can be used simultaneously, as reported In £he Requestor* Population 
Survey- Thus, ' totalling the requests across ERIC product or service categories 
Vould fesult In an^overestlmate of the number pf Individuals^ who use ERIC, 
and it would also result In an overestimate of the number .of Instances In time 
when Individuals contact ERIC access points. - 



with the aboVe In mind, let lis first examine the data In Table £-9, ■ 
Total Annual ERIC Usage by ERIC Category r and Type of Access Point. Here we 

* *■ * T 

see that, for RIE, usage' via tjhe ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility accounts for 
approximately 8.4 percent of total RIE usage. Usage of CUE via ERIC Clear- 
inghouses and Facility access points Is approximately 4.° percent of total- 
CUE usage. 

Total usage of CUE Is about 10 percent, mbre per year than RIE, 
despite* ttigre b£lng almost twice as many RIE access points (n = 2,708) as CUE 
access points (n=l,393). Since the output of using these two products Is dif- 
ferent (I.e. ERIC "ED" documents vs. journal articles published In the open - 

literature) a direct one-to-one comparison of the two ls*dlf f lcult. It does 

* 

suggest: additional hypotheses foj- future analysis of the Requestor Population 
Survey data, such as the degree to which RIE use Is' higher- at access points 
with ERIC document collections than at access r polnts without ERIC document 
collections* (We estimated earlier that approximately 43 percent of the RIE 
access points also have E^IC ddcument collections. It may be that there 'Is 
still a lack of awareness among access points' and Individual ERIC users of the 
ease with wKlch documents can be ordered from EDRS P ) 

- j . . 

About 200,000 ERIC online and batch searches are conducted per year, 
according to these estimate^; approximately 3 percent of these are conducted 
through ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility Access Points, 57 percent through 
Academic Access Points ,itand 40 percent through Other Access Points. 



I 

Table 6.9 Total" Annual ERIC Usage by ERIC Category and Type 
*of Access Point 

• J 



ft 




Type of 


Access Point 






ERIC 












A f* A H "f f* 


Other 


All 

nil 


ERIC 


houses & " 


Access 


Access 


Access 


Lac ego ry 


Jr acuity 


1'OlllCS 


, Points 


Points 


RIE / 


70,744 


643,497 


123,289 


837,530 


'cue 


38,240 


^ 750,741 


130,256 ^ 


919,237 


ERIC Searches 


6,484 

f 


\L13 f ,323 


77,861 


19 7, '668 


ERIC Documents 


i 


* 






<*- 

Retrievals 


159,437 


1,593,498 : 


" ' 2,591,390 


.4,344,325 


^ 1 
Requests 


28,821 '' 


288,051 


. 468,436 


785,308 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener 
Survey, Access Point Primary Survey; 1981. 
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Number of requests equals number of retrievals divided by 5.532, the average 
number of documejrts retrieved pe* request,. 
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fiocument usage is described In terms of "retrievals" and "requests**. 
The former Is the number of times documents artTlcetrieved; the latter is an 
estimate , of the number of instances in which documents are, requested (we esti- 
mate that there are approximately 5*532 documents retrieved per document 
request)* In terms of document requests, Other Access Points account tor about 
63 percent more document requests per year than Academic Recess Points; ..this is 
true despite there being' "more Academic Access Points with ERIC document col- 
lections (n*783) than Other Access Points with ERIC document collections (n«620) 
Proportionally, there are approximately as many Academic Access Points with ERIC 
document jcollections (45% of 1,7*28} as Other Access Points vith ERIC document 
collections of 1,524)* This relatively higher document uee among (Jtfier 

Access Points is particularly intriguing and suggests a variety of hypotheses, 
such as: 

• ' Other' Access Points , do not have (JIJE-accessible journal 

collections comparable to Academic Access Points, which 
forces a heavier reliance upon ERIC documents by Other 
Access Points relative to Academic Access Points* 

• ERIC documents contain more practice-oriented literature than 
do CIJE-accessible scholarly journals, and are thus of higher 

potential utility than users served by Other Access Points* 

/ * 

Table 6*10 displays total annual usage by ERIC category, this time 
broken down by type of use* Given. first are Unassisted"' uses, i*e* uses 
where Individual requestors accessed the product or service on their own* In ^ 
all categories, unassisted use is always, less than assisted use* For RIE and 
CUE, hovever, we have already noted that there was underreporting for unassis- 
ted use* According to responses in the Access Point Screener Survey, 36*1 per* 
cent &z 3IE access poi nts ^ reported that unassisted RIE use was greater than " 
assisted RIE use, while more than half (57*3%) of CUE access points reported 
that ui^assisted CUE use was higher^ than assisted use, This is r^lected by 
the raric of assisted to unassisted use for RIE and CUE, 6-to-l for RIE ver- 
sus crilv about 2-to-l for CUE* We hypothesize that these different ratios may 
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Tablt* 6.10 

( 


Total Annual ERIC Usafee by ERIC Category and Type of Use 


ERIC 
Category 




Type 


of Use, 




Unassisted 
Use 


Assisted 
Use 


Staff 
Use 


Total 


RIE " - 104,207 

CUE * 350,146. 

ERIC Searches " 7,749 ; 

ERIC Documents 

Retrievals 624,491 
Requests 1 112,887 


668,703 
, 527,098 
184,055 

"3,487,725 
630,464 


^64,650 , - 
41,993 
5,864 

,^232,112 
4i,958 


8J7 , 530 

919,237 
197,668 

4,344,325 
785,309 



M * . 1 

SOURCE: King^ Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener 
Survey, Access Point Primary Survey, 1981* 
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Number of requests equals number of retrievals divided by 5.532, average 
number o£ documents retrieved per request. 
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be reflecting that CUE is "more like' 1 other printed abstracting and indexing 

services than RIE, which requires special- instructions for users to make them 

i 

aware that it provides intellectual access to documents which may not necessar- 
ily be locally accessible** 

The proportion of ERIG searches which are, "unassisted" very low, 
as expected: only about 4 percent of ERIC searches are conducted by users on t 
their own. - 1 

Finally, a substantial proportion of ERIC document requests '(^bout 
80%) are assisted requests* probably reflecting the fact that a substantial 
proportion of ERIC document collections (about 42% of ERIC microfiche Collec- 
tions) are "closed" collections, requiring staff assistance* 

It should also be noted that, across all categories of ERIC, staff 
use is substantial, suggesting tliat ER^C is making a significant contribution, 
information-wise, to tftie organizations which provide access to it. 



It should be noted here, however, that it is a common practice,* especially 
amoqg academic libraries, to make use of networking arrangements and inter- 
library Ipan services for accessing journal articles not in the library's col 
lection. Therefore, remote locations for many ERIC document collections are 
not suff icient'^explanatiori for what appears to be a (relative) unde utiliza- 
tion of RIE. s 4 ; f 
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6.3 



Awareness and Use of ERIC within the U.S. Educational Community 



6.3.1 



Use of Specific Products and Services 



The Education Population Survey (see Appendix E) was designed to 
measure, via^a mail questionnaire survey, awareness and use of ERIC among 
members of various groups in the U.S. educational population. This popula- 
tion, for purposes of this survey, was defined to include three Htojor^popu- 
lation- groups: 



1, Practitioners ( teachers, , principals and school librarians in 
public and private primary and secondary schools; estimated 
population size to which survey results have been projected: 
1,626,467). 



2. 



Administrators (school district staff and state education 

\ * * * 

agency^ Staff; estimated population size to which survey results 

have^ been projected; 130,506). 



i. 

\ 



3. Academics and Consultants (faculty v and department heads of 
j academic,, education departments and education consultants; 

estimated population size to whiph survey results have been'"' 
projected: 43,687). 

■ - ■ \ v 1 

Survey respondents wete asked about their awareness and use of 

ERIC products and services. Results are displayed in Table fell. Under,. the 

* f 
column marked "used" are combined the following response categories: 



J use<fduring the past 4 weeks; 
used during the past 12 months; 
used over 12 months' ago; 
used but don't remember when. 



The ERIC category with \the highest rate of use is ER^p microfiche. 



Nearly one-fourth (24.8%) of the i.S." education population 1 report having 
used ERIC microfiche at some time in the past.- In other words,, we estimate 

'"U.S. Education Population" for, purposes of this survey includes 1,800,680 
individuals, distributed as follows: 1,626,487 practitioners; 130,506 admin- 
istrators; 43,687 a£&demics and consultants. See Appendix E for details. 
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Table 6.11 Awareness and Use of ERIC 1 Products and Services Among 
* the U.S. Education Population 
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ERIC ' ♦ ' 


Not 


Aware 


Used 


No 


Row 




Product / 


Aware 


but 






Total 




or , 




Never 




sponse 






Service 




Used 










(RQ3P1 through RQ3P8) 




C%) 


(%) 


(SO 


(SO 


1. 


Resources in Education (RIE) 


,67.0 


ll.l 


19.5 


2.4 


100.0 


2. 


Current Index to Journals in 


68.2 


7.6 


22.2 


.2.0 


100.0 




Education (CUE) 












3. 


Computer Searching of ERIC 


72.1 


15.3 


11.1 


1.6 


100.0 


it. 


ERlC^ticVofiche 


'62.6 


10.8 


24.8 


1.7 


100.0 


i 

5. 


ERIC Prirlted Report 


69*5 


12.2 


16.6 


1.7 


100.0 


6. 


ERIC Printed Bibliography 


73.1 ~~ 


11.4 


13.8 


1.7 


100.0 


1. 


ERIC Referral Services 


75.9 


15.3 


5.5 


' 3.3 


100.0 


8. 


Other ERIC Products or Services 


97'.4- 


1.1 


1.6 


. OtO 


100.0 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population 
.Survey, 1981. . 




that approximately 450,000 Individuals In the U.S. education population today 
report having used ERIC] microfiche some time in the past. The ERIC product 
vtith the next highest reported use Is Current Index to Journals in Education 
(CUE) , use of which is reported by 22. 2% of the education population. 

Substantial differences arise, however-, when we examine use by each 
of the three major population categories, as displayed in Table 6.'12. Hera we 
see, that, for all the ERIC products ajid services listed, academics and consul- 
tants have the highest rate of use. Except for "ERIC Referral Services 11 and 
"Other ERIC Products or Services 11 , we see that more than one half of the 
academics and consultants report having used RIE, CUE, ERIC computer search- 
ing, ERIC microfiche, and ERIC printed reports and bibliographies. 
. ■* 

But academics and consultants make up only about 2. A percent of the 
total U.S. education population, as defined here. The largest single category 
Is composed of edu^tiopal practitioners (teachers, principals, and school 
librarians); altogether, "practitioners" make up approximately 90 percent of 
the total population studied. Here, the relative incidence of use is less 
than both , the Administrator and Academics & Consultants categories. For 
example, consider "computer searching of the ERIC database". Nearly three- 
fifths (59. 45E) of Academics and Consultants have, used this, while only 8.5 per 
cent of Practitioners have. However, comparing the actual sizes of these 
population categories, we estimate that approximately five times as many edu- 
cational Practitioners have, used ERIC computer searching as educational Aca- 
demics and Consultants. This is true for all the particular ERIC products and 
services listed; even though proportionally - fewer Practitioners have used ERIC 
than Academics and Consultants, the actual number of users among the Practi*- 
tioners is greater. Using these numbers as comparisons » we, conclude that 
educational Practioners , the majority of whom are teachers and principals in 
primary ar.d secondary schools, constitute ERIC's largest user group within the 
U*S. educational community. 

We also asked Education Population Survey respondents about their 
awareness and use of the 16 ERIC Clearinghouses. Results from this question 

^(.OSS x 1,626,487) ^(.594 x 43,687) = Si 3 - 



J 



1 


Table b.lZ Use oi ERIC Products 


and Services 


by Population 
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Percent of 


Percent of 


Percent of 




\ERIC 




Adminis tr ator s Academics 




Product 


who report 


who report 


& Consultants 




or 


using* ERIC 


using ERIC 


who report 




Service 






using ERIC 




fR03Pl throueh R03P8) 


(ml 626 487) 


Cn-130.506) 


Cn-A3,687) 


1. 


Resources In Education (RIE) 


17.2 


33. A 


60.8 


2. 


Current Index to Journals In 


20.5 


32.8 


55.6 




Fdiiraf -f on f CIJE^ 








3. 


Cotnout^r Searchine of FRIC 


8 5 


26. A 


59. A 


4. 


'ERIC Microfiche 


22.1 


A6.3 


62.9 


5. 


ERIC Printed Report 


13. A 


A1.3 


63.3 


6. 


ERIC Printed Bibliography 


10.7 


38.1 


56.8 


7. 


ERIC Referral Service 


A. 2 


16.9 


20.3 


3. 


Other ERIC Products or Services 


1.5 


0^2 


6.6 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population 



Suryey, 1981. 



"Use" £s defined as used "during past A weeks", "during past 12 months", "over 
12 months ago", or "used but don't remember when 11 . 
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are displayed In Table 6.13, Respondents were asked both about their awareness 
of and contacts with ERIC clearinghouses^ ' We have marked with an asterisk (*) 
those clearinghouses where thte total percent responding "aware" and "contacted 0 
totals 30 percent or more. These are the following: 

' Percent Aware of 
Name of Clearinghouse H or Having Contacted 

Elementary 6 Early Childhood Education ~ 45.1% 

Tests, Measurement, 6 Evaluation 11 37.5% 

Handicapped 6 Gifted 32.9% 

Reading 6 Communication Skills 32.1% 

In all cases, however, "awareness" substantially exceeds actual contact with 
the Clearinghouse, (in addition, when Clearinghouse awareness Is broken down 
by population category, In all cases Academics 6 Consultants are proportionally 
more aware of the existence of lndlvidual v clearlnghouses, even though the 
actual number of "aware 11 Practitioners always exceeds the actual number of 
"aware 11 Academics 6 Consultants.) 




Table 6.13 Awareness and Use of ERIC Clearinghouses Among the IKS. 
Education Population 1 





N ame o f 
ERIC Clearinghouse 
(RQ2P1 through RQ2P16) 


Not 
Aware 

(%) 


Aware but 

Not 
Contacted 

(%) 


Have No 
Contacted Response 

U) ■ (%) 


Row 
Total 

(%) 


1. 


Adult* Career, & Vocational 
Education * 


76.9 


19.7 


1.4 


2.-0 


100.0 


2. 


Counseling & Personnel 
Services 


74.4 


22.7 


1.0 


2.0 


100.0 


3. 


Educational 'Management 


76.8 


17.2 


2.8 


3.2 


100.0 


4. 


Elem. & Early Childhood Ed. ' 


53.5 


36.2 


8.9 


* 1.4 


100.0 


5. 


Handicapped & Gifted^ 


64.1 


30.1 


2.8 


3.0 


100.0 


6. 


Higher Education 


78.1 


17.6 


2.4 


1.6 


inn n 


7. 


Tnf OTTTiat! ion Rf^ou^ 


81.0 


14.3 


1 c 
l.D 


2 . 2 


inn n 


8. 


Junior Colleges 


85.0 


12.6 


0.3 


2.1 


100 0 


9.- 


Languages & Linguistics k 
Reading & Communication Skills^ 


83.1 


13.7 


1.1 


2.2 


inn n 


10. 


65.8 


27.2 " 


4.9 . 


2.1 


100.0 


ii. 


Rural Education & Small Schools 


85.2 


12.1 


0.6 


2.1 


100.0 


12. 


Science, Math., & Envir. Education 


77.8 


17.8 


2.1 


2.2 


100.0 


13. 


Social Studies, Soc. Sci., Ed. 


75.7 


20.3 


1.2 


2.7 


100.0 


14. 


Teacher Education - 

Tests, Measurement, & Evaluations 


68.6 
*60.4 


26.0 


3.4 


2.1 


100.0 


15. 


31.5 


6.0 


2.1 


100.0 


16. 


Urban Education 


84.6 - 


10.8 


0.4. 


4.3 


100.0 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population 
Survey, 1981. 




Weighted population size upon which these percents 'are based is 1,800,680. 
*"Avare but not contacted 11 and "have contacted" tota^ 30* or more. 
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•6.3.2 Characteristics of ERIC Users within the U.S. Educational Community 

Elsewhere we describe ERIC users within the general U.S. -education 
population in terms of three major categories: Practitioners, Administrators, 
and Academics and Researchers* In this section ye address some of the indi~ 
vidual and demographic characteristics of these users. 

b 

I.* 

* Table 6.14 displays the age, degree, employer type, job, and income 

of ERIC users and nonusers in the general U.S. educational population. In 
this case, a "user" is defined as anyone within the population surveyed who 
reported e v er using one or more of the following: 



RIE 
CUE 

ERIC Computer Search 
ERIC Microfiche , 

ERIC Printed Document or Bibliography 
Other ERIC products or services 

(ERIC referral services > other ERIC products or services) 



Table 6.14 displays the characteristics of ERIC users and nonusers. 
According to the data, younger individuals are more "likely to have used ERIC 
than older individuals; 40.1 percent of those under 35 years of age have used 
ERIC, while only 14.7 percent of those 55 and over have used ERIC. 

Approximately 53 percent of the population surveyed has a master's 
degree .or higher, evidence of a very high degree .of educational achievement 
within the, population surveyed. Almost 90 percent (87.8%) of those with 
doctorates report having used ERIC, while only about 15 percent (14,8%) of 
those with a bachelor*s degree report using ERIC. Less than half of those 
with master*s degrees or master*s degrees plus^ostgraduate work (45% and 442 
respectively) report having used ERIC. 

Those employed by colleges * universities, or state government 
agencies are very likely to have used ERIC'; approximately three-fourths of 
the individuals employed by these institutions report having used ERIC. 
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Table 6.14 Reported ERIC Usage by Demographic Population Categories,* 



ERIC User? (%) 





Population Category 


, Yes 


No 


Total 


Age (RQ16) In Years " 








1. 


Under 35 (n-621,24l) 


• to 1 




inn fi 


2. 


35 to 44 (n=382,023) 


^7 1 
j / . j. 




ififi fi 


3. 


45 to 54 (n-527,863J 


^2 n 


6ft 0 


Ififi fi 


4. 


55 and Over (ti»252,5ll) 


1 A 7 




Ififi fi 


5. 


No Response (n=17,042) 


fi n 


i fin fi 


Ififi fi 




Total (ri=L, 8,00, 680) 


33.2 


; 66.8 


100.0 


Desree (Rpl7) ' 








1. 


Bachelor*s or less (n«79fr»088) 


14 8 


85 1 


- 100 0 


2. 


Master's <n«415 t 476) ^ 




^ fi 


lOfi fi 


3. 


Master*s + Postgrad. (n-472 t 305) 


ll n 


*\fi fi 


1 fifi fi 


4. 


Doctorate (n=80 t 969) 


ft 7 ft 


H 2 2 


lfifi fi 


'5. 


Other, No Response (n^4l t 842) 

Total (n*l t 800>680) < t 




* 6£ 0 


i on 6 






66 ft ' 

OH • V 


\00 fi 






i— — — — — — - 






Employer or Primary Affiliation (RQ18) 








1. 


College or University (n*39 t 124) 


75.8 


24.2 


100„0 


2. 


State Agency (n=7 t 614) 


/ ^ 


23.5 


100 ..0 


3. 


Local School District (n«300 t 128) 


* / «.2 


^4.8 


100.0 

t 


4. 


Elementary ^School (n»l t 345 t 385) . ^ * 


29.1 


70.9 


ioo t .b 


5, 


Secondary School (n=67 t l 773) 


41,1 


58.9 


3.00.0 




Other, Ko Response (n=40»656) 


' . 3 is.V 


84.3 


100.0 




Total (n=l t 800,680) 


33.2- 


66.8 


. 100.0 



* (Table continued on next page) 
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Table 6 t l4 continued - Reported ERIC Usage by Demographic Population Categories p 







ERIC 


User? 


(%) 




Population Category 


Yes 


No 


Total 


Primary-Job or School Function (RQ19) 








1, 


Administration^ supervision, management or 
planning (n-273,834) 


52.0 


48.0* 


100.0 


-2. 


ResearchAor evaluation (n»2,338) 


100.0 


0.0 


100.0 


3. * 


Teaching) training, or counseling (n»l,370,285) 


28 . 1 


71.9 


100.0 


'4. 


Information support (e.g., librarian, info, 
specialist) <n-47,22l) 


76.5 


23.5 


100.0 


5. 


Student <m-75,408) 


32. N 9 


67.1 


100.0 


6, 


Other, No Response (n-31,594) 


21.5 


78.5 


100.0- 




Total <n»l,800,680) 


33.2 \ 

\ 

\ 


66.8 


100.0 


Income before Taxes (RQ20) 




V 




1. 


$35,000 or more <n-45,287) 


65.4 . 


34.6 


100.0 


2. 


$30,000 to $34,999 <n-89, 480) 


37.6 ' , 


62.4 


100.0 


3. 


$25,000 to $29,999 (n-l32,388) 


36.2 


63.8 


100. 0 


4. 


$20,000 to $24,999 <n»353,109) ' 


45.6 


54.4 


100.0 


5. 


$15,000 to $19,999 (n-493,900) 


27.4 


72.6 


100.0 


6. 


$10,000 to $14,999<n«466,719) 


29.3 


70.7 


100.0 


7. 


$5,000 to $9,999 (n-139.200) 


34.4 


65.6 


100.0 


8. 


Under $5,000 .(n-14,669) 


15.5 


84.5 


100.0 


9. 


Prefer not to answer (n-65,928) 


3.8 


96.2 


100.0 




Total (n-1,800,680) 


33.2 


66.8 


100.0 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population 
Survey, 1981. * \ 
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Respondents were also asked to Indicate their primary job or school 
function* "Teaching, training, or counseling"' was Indicated by the largest 
proportion of respondents, Indicative of the large population of teachers 
covered by the survey* Of this group, slightly more than one-fourth (28*1%) 
report having used ERIC* All (1003E) Jjf those whoae primary function was 
"research or evaluation" reported using ERIC* Interestingly* only about 
three-fourths (76*5%) who reported their primary function to be "information 
support" (libraries, Information specialists, etc*) reported using ERIC; given 
the importance of this group In serving as "Intermediaries 11 for ERIC, it might 
be useful to study this population In more detail In the future* 

Finally, respondents were asked to indicate their annual income 
before taxes* It appears that those with annual Incomes In excess of $20,000 
per year are more likely to be ERIC users than those earning less, with 
6S*A percent of those earning over $35,000 Indicating they were ERIC users. 
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6.3.3 ■ Recent ERIC Use by Members of Che U.S. Education Community 

As part of the Education Population Survey, respondents were asked 
to^identify ,the ERIC product or service they had used'most recently. Responses 
are displayed in Table-6.15. More than one-,thlrd (36,6%) reported that they used 
ERIC microfiche most recently. This differs somewhat by population category^ 
however, with one-third (33.3%) of the Academics and\^onsultants reporting that 
they. had used an ERIC computer search mos£ recently. Overall, approximately 
equal percents reported having used RIE (15.0%) and CUP (14.3%) most 
recently. 

Table 6.16 displays how respondents used or applied the information 
they obtained from the ERIC product they used most "recently. Almost half (48.5%) 
reported thdt they had used ERIC most recently "to support my study in a class 
I was taking 11 . This is despite* the vast majority of the population being sur- 
veyed being educational practitioners. * In other words, even though most of the 
population surveyed are teachers, they say (57.3%) that their most recent use 
of ERIC was not for the purpose of supporting their own teaching but was to 
support their own classwork or study (we hypothesize that this use could have 
opcurred either during graduate work in school or during continuing education or 
certification-related classes). 



Those who reported using ERIC were also asked where they obtained 
physical access to the recently-used product or service. In Table 6.17 we' see 
that about three- fourths (76.5%) obtained physical access to ERIC through a 
library or media , center.* About four-fifths. (81.1%) of the Practitioners a 
obtained ERIC through such channels. .Only about half (55.4%) of the Adminis- 
tration obtained access via a library; about one-third (31.8%) of the Adminis- 
trators obtained' access via ERIC itself." It appears that "the higher awareness 
among Administrators and Academics & Consultants of the ERIC'C^earinghouses 

also corresponds to a proportionately higher use of ERIC Clearinghouses ftr 

2 

physical access to ERIC. 



This Includes ERIC Clearingho uses , the ERIC Facility, or ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service (EDRS) * \ 

The high proportion of physical access from libraries' and ERIC Clearinghouses, 
as opposed to physical access via friends, colleagues, or teachers, appears to 
justify the concentration pf the Requestor Population Survey upon physical 
access via ERIC access points. 
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Table 6.15 Type of ERIC Product or Service Used Most Recently 
by Population Category 



i 



ERIC 



Population Category (POPT7PE2) 



Academics 



Product 
or 

Service (RQ4) 


Practi- 
tioners^ 
<n»481,341) 


Adminisr 
trators 
(n-84,056) 


& Consul- 
tants 
(n-31,644) 


All 
Categories 
<n=597,041) 


1. RIE • 


16.6% 


8.2% 


■ 7.6% 


15.0% 


2. CUE 


16.1 


4.4 


12.0 


14.3 


3. ERIC Computer Search 


7.5 ■■ 


14.1 


33.3 


9.8 


4. 5RIC Microfiche 


37.4 


40.0 


15.5 


36.6 


4. 'ERIC Printed Doc. or Bib 


8.4 


13.2 


10.3 


9.1 


6. Other 


3.7 


0.0 


6.0 ' 


3.3 


7. Don't Know, no response 


10.3 


20.1 


15.3 


12.0 


Total 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100.0% 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population 
Survey, 1981. 



1 - s 

Includes teachers* principals, and school librarians. 

2 

Includes school district staff and state education staff 1 (intermediate agency 
staff may be included in botU) . 
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Table 6*16' How ERIC-$upplied Information was Used or Applied- 
by Population Category 



Population Category {F0FTYFE2) 



How ERIC-Supplied 
Information was 
Used or Applied^ 



Practir 
tioners 
<n-481,341) 



Admin is*- 
trators 
<n»84,056) 



Academics 
& Consul- 
tants 
(n-31,644) 



All 
Categories 
(n-597,041) 



1* To support the teaching, 15*2% 
training, ot guidance of 
my own or someone else's 
students (Q9P1) 


5*2% 


47*8% 


15.6% 

\ 


2* To support my study in a 57*3% 

^laqa X WHO Waiting r 


16*0% 


0 -0% 


48.5% , 


3* To support my own research 33*8% 
project (Q9P3) 


28*2% 


55.3% 


34.1% 


4* To help plan, manage, 11*7% 
administer or evaluate an 
organization's activities, 
(e*g*, a school, scliool 
district, state agency, or 

* other organization) (Q9P4) 


44 * 2% 


19.4% 


16.7% 


5* I did not intend to use of 0*0% 
apply the information myself 
* since I was obtaining it for 
someone else*s use (Q9P5) 


8*5% 


2.9% 


1.3% 

i 


6* I don't remember (Q9P6) 0*2% 


0*5% 


3.4% 


0.6% 



ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc, 
Survey, 1981* 



^Columns may total to more than 100% since multiple responses were possible* 
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Table 6.17 Description of Physical Access to ERIC 
by Population Category 



Population Category (P0PTYPE2) 



Description. 



Practi- 
tioners 
<n-481,34l) 



Adminis- 
trators 
<n-84,056) 



Academics 
& Consul- 
tants 
<n»31,6«) 



All 
Categories 
<n-597,04l) 



0.2%> 
" 2.6 

0.0 

81.1 

9.4 
0.5 
6.3 
100.0% 



0.1% 

: t 0.0 

0.2 

55. A 

31.8 
0.0 
12.5 
100.0% 



Where did you* obtain physical 
access to ERIC? (Q8) 

* * 

1. Did not obtain access* 

2. Teacher, professor , 
employer 

3. Friend, , colleague^ 
fellow student 

A. Library, media center, 

5. From ERIC 1 * 

6. Don* t remember 

7. Other, no response 
Total 

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population 
Survey, 1981. 



5.7% 
6.0 

0.2 

63.2 

23.7 
0.2 
6.9 
100.0% 



0.5% 
2.1 

0.0 

76.5 

13.3 
0.4 

100.0% 



^Includes ERIC Clearinghouses, the ERIC Facility, or ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service (EDRS) ' / 

/ 



/ 

/ 
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* As shown in Table 6*18, anticipated repeat use of ERIC among uaers 
of all the products or services is substantial* All or nearly all respondents 
say they would be willing to use ERIC again* . Interestingly, less than three- 
fourths (71*5%) of users Gf ^RIC computer searches state they would be willing 
to use this- service again; Why ^anticipated future use of this ERIC service is 
soniewhst lower than the others might.be the topic of future research. 



Table 6.18 Willingness to Use Same ERIC Product or Service Again 



- 


ERIC 1 
Product or 

Most Recently 
. ' (RQ4) 


Percent of Users Who , 

Wotilr] he Will in c to Ufte Thlft 

Product' or Service Again (Q15) 


1. 


RIE (n-89,284) 


86. 11 


2. 


CUE (n-85,128) 


81.6% 


3. 


ERIC Computer Search (n-58,252) 


71.5% 


4. 


ERIC Microfiche <n-218, 428) 


100. 0% 


5. 


ERIC Printed Document or Bibliography 
(n-54,584)^ / ' 


100.0% 


SOURCE: [ King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Education Population 
Survey, 1981. 
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Description of ERIC Requcata and Requestors 



In thin section we report the results of the Requestor Population 
Survey, a mall survey of Individuals who recently requested ERIC products or 
services (RIE, .CUE, ERIC computer searches, or ERIC documents). Data are 
presented' In two sections- in 6»4,1 we present data describing all requests. 
These data describe the Individuals responsible for generating these requests 
as well an some of the circumstances surrounding these requests. Where approp- 
riate, we also subdivide responses by the type of access point from which the 
ERIC product or service Is obtained. 

In Section 6.4.2 wc present data describing requests involving only 
one ERIC product or service. We, have done this while analyzing some questions 
in order tD "home in M on responses which are not 11 contaminated" by reported 
use of other products or services. As will be seen in Section 6.4.1, however, 
the frequency with which ERIC products or services are used in combination is 
. quite high, suggesting that it may be worthwhile in future analyses to take 
into account the different ERIC combinations which are used* 

The reader should keep in mind the following two points when inter^ 
preting the data presented in the following sections. First, a "request* 1 is 
not the same as a "reques tor' 1 . That is, data in this section are presented 
in terms of requests; the actual number of individuals responsible for gener- 
ating these requests may be substantially smaller than the number of requests, 
if repeat use is high- 

Second, the weights calculated for projecting back the Requestor Popu- 
lation Survey results to the total population qf requests as presented earlier in 
this section do not always yield the exact same totals as presented earlier; 
this is because some of the sampled access points, which contributed data to 
making annual usage estimates via the Screener and Primary surveys, were not 
completely represented in the Requestor Population Survey, Therefore, the 
reader should use the total usage figures presented earlier in Section 6 when 
describing the total usage of the ERIC system* However, we have used the 
weighted estimates derived from the Requestor Population Survey as table 
column headings in this section in order to be consistent when presenting the 
Requestor data. 

• 109 123 . . 



\ ■ ■ 

\ 

6.4.1 Description of All ERIC Requests 

6.4*1*1 Employer and Job Type of ERIC Requestors 

An Individual's job and employer type will, to a great "extent * 
dictate the type and frequency of information requirements he or she gener^ 
ates* Since ERIC concentrates ort providing educational information 
resources* it is useful to examine employer and job types in terms of whether 
those which are specifically teachings or education-related are associated 

with- higher utilization of ERIC* 

! 

Table 6*19 displays the (A) employer and (B> job type of Individuals 
who generate ERIC-requests in the U*S. Almost half (45*6%) of all the ERIC 
requests for RIE, CUE* ERIC documents* or ERIC computer searches are gener- 
ated by Individuals employed by or affiliated with colleges or universities* 
About two-fifths (42*1%) of ERIC requests handled by the ERIC Clearinghouses 
and Facility are also generated by Individuals affiliated with colleges or 
universities* 

Perhaps most Interesting are the differences between the requests 
handled by Academic and Other Access Points. About three-fifths (60,3%) of 
Academic Access Point requests ?re generated by individuals associated with 
colleges or universities. 0 Only about 13*8 percent of Other Access Point requests 
are generated by such Individuals* Instead, individuals associated With 
state agencies* local school districts, elementary schools* and secondary 
schools together account for about three-fifths (62*2%) of Other Access Point 
ERIC requests. This near-reversal in percentages' points out the differences 
in the populations served by these two groups of access points* 

Examining "primary Job or school function" as displayed on the 
right-hand side of Table 6,19, we see that the majority of ERIC requests are 

9 

generated by Individuals whose \ primary job or school function is "student" 
(34,4%). with about as many reporting "teaching, training, or counseling" 
(29, CQ as their primary function. Very interestingly, almost a quarter 
(24.4%) of requests handled by Other Access Points are generated by Individu- 
als wtio classify their primary ^function as "information support", suggesting 
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Tabic 6.19 Employer j and Job Type of ERIC Requestors by Type of Access Point 



Type of Access Point 1HFWTYPE2) 



Variable 



ERIC 
Clearing- 
houses & 
Facility 
(n»l43,400) 



Academic 
Access 
Points 
<n«l,764,500) 



Other 
Access 
Points 
<n»803,550> 



All 
Access 
Points 
<n-2, 711,450) 



A. Employer or Primary 
Affiliation (RQ22) 



1. College or University 


42. 1% 


60.3% 


13.8% 


45 67 


2* State Agency 


0 8 


2 5 


25 2 


Q 1 


3. T oral School rUctrirt 


5 2 


2 9 


26 7 




4. Elementary School 


3.8 


10.5 


' 5.9 


8.8 


5. Secondary School 


5.5 


6.5 


4.5 


5.9 


6. Other, no -response 


~42.5 


17.2 


24.0 


1 20.6 


Total 


99.9% 


99.9% 


100.1% 


100.1% 


Primary Job or School 
Function (RQ23) 










1. Admin., superv. , mgt., 
planning 


19.7% 


8 • 3* 


34.0% , 


16.5% 


2 . Research , evaluat ion 


22.3 


6.5 


4i7 


2.9 


3. Teaching, trng. , couns. 


16.1 


28.1 


33.4 


29.0 


4. Info, support 


11.6 


9.5 


24.4 


14.1 


5. Student 


23.6 


49.5 


3.0 


34.4 


6. Other t no response 


6.6 


4.1 


0.5 


3.2 


Total 


99.9% 


100.0% 


100.0% 


100 . 1% 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population Survey, 
1981. • 



SOTE: Coluans may not total to 100% due to rounding errors. 
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that Other Access Points may be Involved In more ERIC "networking" activities 
than Academic Access Points, 

In Table 6,20, we have broken down employer and Job type by ERIC 
category, Tha differences here are much less striking, for several possible 
reason** First, many of the requests tabulated here Involve more than orije 
ERIC product or service, so the column labeled "RIE" actually covers requests 
for RIE by Itself as well as requests for RIE In conjunction with other ERIC 
products or services* Second; we hypothesize that differences among ERIC 
users are accounted for less by the particular product or service used than 
by the physical access channel via which the ERIC product or service Is 
provided* Nevertheless, this table does seem to provide some evidence that 
RIE and CUE are more likely to be used In a college or university setting 
than ERIC searches or ERIC documents; that RIE and CUE are slightly more 
likely to be usad by students. We emphasize, however, that these should not 
be Interpreted as cause and effect relationships* That Is, It would be 
premature to state that RIE and CUE have a special characteristic which 
makes them appeal to Individuals, particularly students, associated with col- 
leges and universities. 

Based on these two tables, though, we can state that (a) Academic 
Access Points and Other Access Points do serve two different population types, 
and (b) that ERIC should not be perceived as an Information system whose only 
audience Is composed of "academics", A substantial proportion of ERIC 
requests are accounted for by Individuals, associated with state education 
agencies and school systems. Given this actual reported usage, then, It does 
appear that ERIC, at the least, does provide a substantial channel for 
delivering Information to educational practitioners, ' ; 



One exaciple of this Is the situation in which "HnKing agents 11 in a local 
school district feed inf orsiatlon requests into an intermediate service agency/ 
or state education agency. > 
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Table 6.20 Employer and Job Type of ERIC Requestors by ERIC Category 
i 



ERIC Category' (ERICTYPE) 



Variable 


RIE 




Can frllOfi 


Is w umc li CD 


All ' 


<n-837,420) 


fn-884.910) 


fnol97*690l 


fn»791.430) 


(n»2, 711,450) 


A. Employer or 

Primary Affili- 
ation (RQ22) 












1. College or Univ. 


61.6% 


44 . 2% 


35.3% 


32 .7% 


„ 45.6% 


2. State Agency 


4.0 


7:9 


11.8 v 


15.3 


9.1 


3 T nrsl Q^lirtrtl n^eif l 


ft 9* 


7.9 


17.4 


11.9 


10.1 


4. Elementary School 


. 4.0 


15, 1 


10.2 


6.4 


8.8 


S. Secondary School. 


2.3 


8.1 


9.5 


6.2 


5.9 


6. Other : , no response 


19.3 


16.7 


15.7 


27.4 


-20.6 


Total 


100 . 1% 




99 .9% 


77 *7A 




B. Primary Job or 
School Function 
^RQ23) 


— 








• 


1. Admin. > suprv. , 
mgt. , planning 


20.1% 


5.2% 


30.8% 


21.9% 


16.5% 


2. Research^ evalu- 
ation 


2.3 


1.8 


6.0- 


3.9 


2.9 


3. Teachings trng.» 
couns. 


19.8 


32.5 


30.5 


\ 

34.4 


29.0 


4. Info, support 


6.9 


18.9 


11.2 


17.0 . 




S. Student 


45.6 


39.5 


18.1 


20.7 


34.4 


6. Other, no response 


5.3 


2.1 


3.3 


2.1 


3.2 


Total 


100. OX 


, 100. 0% 


99.9% 


100.0% o 


100.1% ' 



SOURCE: King Research* Inc.* ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population Survey, 
1981. 



KOTE: Colunns may not total to 100% due to rounding errors, 
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6.4.1.2 Age + Income, and Educational Decree of ERIC Requestors 

Table 6.21 displays the age, Income, and degree of ERIC requestors. 
These are very basic demographic statistics which allow us to describe the 
similarities and differences among the requestors served by the various 
access points. 

■ ■ ■ * 

More than three-fourths (78.6%) of ERIC requests are accounted for 
by individuals und'Sr 45 years of age, with 57.6 percent accounted for by indi- 
viduals under 35, and 33,9 percent by those under 25. Requestors who use 
Academic Access Points tend to be younger, with nearly half (47.5%) of ERIC 
requests channelled through these access points; this is presumably because 
of the large number of students who use college and university libraries* 

About half of ERIC requests (47,4%) are generated by individuals 
with a bachelor's degree or less. More^thari three-f if ths r (64. 3%) of Academic 
Access Point requests are generated by individuals with a bachelor's degree or 
less. Almost half (44%) of ERIC requests are accounted for by individuals 
earning $10,000 per year or less. Individuals generating Other Access Point 
requests tend to be higher paid than individuals using the other types of 
access^ points, with about half of the requests via Other Access Points (50.2%) 
being generated by individuals making $20,000 or more per year, 

6.4.1.3 Purpose for which ERIC is Used 

* .1 

As noted earlier in the Conceptual Framework of this ptudy, the 
purpose for which information is sought and used can^be thought of as being " 
related to the value (to the individual* to society) of the information which 

is obtained, as well as to tbe potential access channels wh^ch might be employed 

■ •i . 

to gain^ access to that information. People may be more willing to devote more 
of their. time and energy to end-use goals which they value highly. Alternately, 
an Information system (such as ERIC) might be evaluated on the basis of whether 
or not it is used for the purposes for which it was designed. We need to \ 
'determine, at the least, whether ERIC is, in fact, used to further educational 
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Table 6.21 A B e > Academic Degree, and Annual Income of ERIC Requestors 
by Type of Access Point 







Type of Access Point XNEWTYPE2) 




Characteristic 


ERIC 
Clearing- 
houses & 
Facility 


Academic 
Access 
Points 


OtVier 
Access 
. Points 


All 
Access 
Points 




{T1"1**J,**00J 


V n™ j. , 1 oh , 




■2,711,450) 


Age In Years (RQ20) 










1. Under 25 

ib . U L1UG L **** 


9 OH* 


47.5% 


8.6% 


33 92 


2. 25-34 


36.2 


18.6 


32.7 


23.7 


3. 35-44 


22.8 


14.8 * 


34.3 


21.0 


4. 45-54 


25. A 


9. A 


19.0 


13. » 


5. 55 and over 


5.0 


8. A 


4 5.3 


7.3 v 


6. No response 


1.5 . 


1.2 


• 0.0 


0.9 


Total 


99.9% 


99.9% 


99.9% 


99.9% ; 


Degree (RQ21) 








- 


1. Bachelor's or less 


'25.1% 


64.3% 


13.8% 


47.4% 


2. Master's 


19.0 


6.5 


25.2 


12.7 


3. Master's + Postgrad. 


34.8 


16.8 


47.0 


26.7 


4. Doctorate 


20.1 ' 


11.3 


13.9 


12.5 


5. Other, No Response 


1.0 


1.1, 


0.0 


0.8 


Total 

i— - - 


100.0% 


100.0% 


99.9% 


100*1%, 



Income before Taxes (RQ24) 
1. $30,000 or more 
\2. $20,000 to $29,999 
13. $10,000 to $19,999 
Under $10,000 V ' 
No response 
Total 



15.2% 

29.0 

22.2 

25.9 
7.7 
100 .0% 



2.7% 
18.9 
20.7 
51.3 

6.5 
100.1% 



24.8% 
25.4 ' 
34.6 
11.8 
3.4 
100.0% 



9.9% 
21.3 
25.0 
38.3 
-5.7 
100.2% 



ijOCRCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population Survey, 
. 1981. . . ' 
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practice In the United States* As we have already seen, a substantial propor- 
tion of ERIC usage is accounted for by people involved with education, either 
because they are students themselves, or because they are employed by or affili- 
ated with an institution whose primary function is educational in nature. 

Table 6-^22 displays the responses broken down by type of access point- 
Nearly half (49. 6%) of requests are generated by people wtfo state 1 thfey used 

t 

or applied E£IC M To support my own research project". Almost as many requests 
are generated by those who useERIC "To support my studying in a class I was 
taking". (We attribute differences between the distribution of refcpo^ises here 
and for the Education Population Survey to the differences of the populations 
under study; t)ie Education Population Survey was targeted at individuals who 
were practitioners, administrators, oi' researchers in the. U.S. educational com- 
munity; the Requestor Population Survey made ho. such distinction.) 

It appears that ERIC information obtained through Other Access Points 
is more likely to be used M To help plan, manage, administer, or evaluate an 
organization's activities" . < This corresponds to the high proportion of admin-, 
istrators using Other Access Points and demonstrates that ERIC's impact is felt 
not only by the student or the classroom teacher but also by decisionmakers 
within the educational community. A^5> taore than a fifth (23,9%) of Other 
Access Point requests are accounted for by people who obtained ERIC for someone 
else. Interestingly, about equal proportions of requests via Academic Access 
„ Points (25. 6%) and Other Access Points (25.1%) are used "To support teaching/ , 
training > or guidance". 

p In Table 6.23, responses to the "purpose of use" question are sub- 
divided by the^. type of ERIC product or service used. Keeping in mind our 
earlier caveat concerning the combinations of ERIC which are actually covered** 
here, it appears that RIE and CUE are alike in that the highest proportions 

^The question was worded as follows: ''Which of the following categories best 
describe hov you used or applied Cor intended to use or apply) the information 
obtained from the ERIC product or service specified on the ERIC Request Card? 

"(C-IfcCL-^CODE NnSERS-OF ALL THAT APPLY.)"' 

116 130 



Table 6,22 Percent o_f Requests by Purpose of Use and Type of Access Point 



Type of Access Point (NEWTYPE2) 



Purpose 
of 



Use 



1 



ERIC 
Clearing- 
houses & 
Facility 
<n»143,400) 



■ Academic Other All 

Access Access Access 

Points ' Points Points'" 

<n-l, 764,500) (n-803,550) <n-2, 711,450) 



1. to support teaching, 
training, or guidance of 
my own or someone else's 

students (Q1P1) 14.% 

2. to support my studying in 

a class. I was taking (Q1P2) 33,0% 

3. to" support my own research 
project (Q1P3) 42.6% 

4. to help plan, manage, 
administer, or evaluate an 
organization's activities 

(Q1P4) 23.7% 

5. 1 did not intend to use or 
apply the information 

■ myself since I was obtain- 
, ing it for someone else's •* 
use (Q1P5) 9.1% 

6. Other (Q1P7) 6.0% 



25,6% 
54.7% 
52,2% 

12.7% 



25.1% 



19.5% 



45.1% 



38.4% 



24.9% 
43.1% 
49.6% 

20.9% 



5.1% 

04% 



23.9% 
0.3% 



10.9% 
0.4% 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population Survey, 
1981. 
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r~ ^Percents may total to .more_than_100%, sihce_multiple_uses_are possible, 



mi 



Table 6*23 Percent of Requests by Purpose of Use and ERIC Category 



?urpose ERIC Category (ER1CTYPE) 



of j RIE CUE Searches Documents All 

Use <n-837.420) <n-884.910) <n-197.690) (n-791,430) <n-2,711.450) 

1* To' support teach- ' 

ing, training, or ** 
guidance of tny own 
or someone else's 

students (Q1P1) 29*9% 27*6% 25.2% 16. 4% 24*9% 

2* To support my study* 

ing in a class 1 was / ^ 

taking (Q1P2) 61. 4% 46*1% ,. 23*1% _ 25*5% 43*1% 

3* To support my own 
research project 

(Q1P3) 50 .5% AO * 3% / 48.0% 59*4% 49*6% 

l ! ' ■. 

4* To help plan* iganage 
administer, or 
evaluate an organ- 
ization's activities 

(Q1P4) ' 11.1% 22,8% 27.4% 27.6% 20.9% 

5* I did not intend to 
use or apply the 
information *myself * \ 7 

since I was obtain- 
ing it for someore 

else*s use (Q1P5) 5**1% , 11*1% 7*5% 17*6% 10*9% 

6* Other (Q1P7) 0*7% 0*2©^ 1.4% 0.2% 0.4% 



SOURCE i King Research. Inc.. ERIC Cost,and Usage Study. Requestor Population 
Survey. 1981. * 



^Percents may" total to more than 100% since multiple uses are possible, 
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of respondents for these products cite "To support my studying in a class 
I was taking M >as a purpose of use. Under ERIC searches and ERIC documents, 
however, the largest proportions of responses are for "To support my own 
research project". Despite this, however, we do not interpret these data as' 
suggesting substantial differences in the ways the different ERIC products end 
services are usejl. If such a distinction can be made,- it should probably be 
made for ERIC documents, since ERIC documents (microfiche and papercopy) pre- 
sent much of the Information which is intellectually accessed through RIE and 
ERIC computer searches. Here we see that nearly three-fifths (59. AH of ERIC 
document requests are accounted for by people who intend to use them to sup- 
port their own research project. 

6,4.1.4 ^Characteristics of ERIC Requests 

Three request characteristics described here are (a) whether the 
Thesaurus of ERIC Descriptors was used to help respond to the request, (b) how 
the access point received the request, and (c) how the response to the request 
was delivered. 

Thesaurus use is important since the Thesaurus provides access to the 
controlled educational vocabulary used throughout the ERIC system to support 
functions .ranging from document input to document retrieval. While free-text 
searching via online systems may place less demand upon searchers to have 
prior access to the Thesaurus, controlled vocabulary- searching is still widely 

used, and is. still extremely important when searching via RIE and CUE. 

* 

How requests are received and responded to by ERIC access points is 
an important consideration. First, it is partially determined by the nature 
of the -centrally-produced ERIC products and services; after -all, substantial 
output f roc an online search cannot be delivered orally, over the phone to a 
requestor. Second, the channels used for delivering ERIC products and services 

* are partially determined by custom and the fact that a substantial proportion 

1 ' * p t 

of ERIC access points are libraries, which * traditionally provide information 
services on a walk-in or person-to-person basis. 
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One thing phould be noted about the following tobies^ As will be 
shown in a following section, many of the ERIC requests reported here actu- " 
ally involve the use of more than one ERIC product or service* Thus, 
Thesaurus use is not necessarily uniquely tied to the use of one ERIC product 
in isolation from others > 

In Table 6,24 we-see that nearly three-fifths (56,9%) of air ERIC 
requests involve Tfcome use of the ERIC Thesaurus. Use, of the Ttwaaurus ia 
highest among Academic Access points (65.6% of requests) and lowest among ERIC 
Clearinghouse and Facility access points (3.5%). We assume that the figure is 
so low for the latter groups since ERIC Clearinghouse staff are already highly 
familiar with the ERIC vocabulary. ^ 

t Not surprisingly, roost ERIC requests (77.9%) are received by access 
-points in person, with the rest being received by telephone (9.7%), mail (5.9%). 
or via some other channel (5.5%). 

/) 

ERIC Clearinghouses and Other Access Points make much heavier use of 
telephone and mail fof receiving requests than do Academic Access Points. Less 
than one percent of ERIC requests are received by^cademic Access points via 
mail, whereas 30.1 percent and 26.0 percent of Clearinghouse and Other Access 
Point requests are received via mail* . 

Overall, about 80 percent (79.5%) of requests 'are responded to in/ 
person. Again, Academic Access points are raorej-ikely to respond in person to 
, ERIC requests than the other two access point types* Mail is u£ed very often 
by ERIC Clearinghouses and Other Access points, presumably because responding 
to an ERIC request often involves supplying a document of some sort. 

As shown in Table 6.25, use of the ERIC Thesaurus differs somewhat by 
ERIC category, vith ERIC computer searches most often (85,4% or requests) 
involving Thesaurus use. 4 

ERIC Computer Searches is the ERIC category whose requests are 
received and responded to roost often by mail. Almost one-fourth (22.8%) of 
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Table 6.24 Percent of Requests by Request Characteristic and Type of Access Point 



Request 
Characteristic 



' Type of Access Point (NEWTYPfe2) , 

ERIC ■ . 

Clearing- Academic Other All 

houses & Access Access Access 

Facility Points Points Points 

<n-143,400) <n«l, 764,500) (n-803,550) <n«2, 711,450) 



A. Percent pf requests in 
which ERIC Thesaurus was 
used (RCQ2) 



C.. 



3.5% 



65. 6Z 



30.9% 



B. How was request received? V 
(RCQ4) 

In Person ' 53 , 8% 

Telephone 30 .1 

Mail 15.6 

Other 0.5 

No Answer - \ ^ 0.0 

Total 100,0% 



95.4% 
0., 

o.! 

3.2 
0.5 
100.0% 



43.9% 
26.0 
16.5 
11.6 
2.1 



100.1% 



' How was response delivered? 
(RCQ5) - ■ 



In Person 

telephone 

Mail 

Other 

No Answer 

Total 



, 53.8% 
19.* 
24.5 
,2.3 
0.0 

100.0% 



95.1% 
0.0 
1.1 
2.5 
1>2 

99. 9Z 



49.8% 

1.8 
29.4 
18.6 
0.4 _ 
100.0% 



56.9% 



77.9% 
9.7 
5.9 
5.5 
1.0 
100.0% 



79.5% 
1.6 

10.7 
7/2 
0.9 

99.9% 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and , Us age Study„ Access Point Primary Survey, 
Requestor Population Survey, 1981. 



Table 6.25 Percent of Requests, by Request Characteristic and ERIC Category 



ERIC Category (ERICTYPE) 



ne quest u 
■ Characteristic RIE 

<n»837,420> 


CUE 
fn*>884 910\ 


Searches 
fn«197 690^ 


Document r 
fn*-791 430} 


All 

fn«2 711 450*) 


A. Percent of requests 
in which ERIC 
Thesaurus Was Used 
(RCQ2) 

i*— — — — 


60.3% 


47.8%- 


85.4% 


1 

56.3% 


56.9% 


B. How waa request 
received? (RCQ4) 


— — — — ^■p— ^. 


r 








In Person 


84.8% 


92.8% 


5 7. '5% 


59.2% 


77.9% 


Telephone 


3.9 


3 Q 

■J . 7 


17 4 


?n ? 


0 7 


Mail 




X . U 




IT *1 


S Q 


Other 


'8.7 


0 1 

V . X 


1 U 

X . ** 


Q 1 

-J 


J • -J 


„ No Answer 


1.1 


1 7 

X * f 


i n 

X» V 


n n 


i n 

x * u 


Total 


59.8% 


inn 

Avv • X/o 


ion 1% 


inn n^ 


inn n2 

v Jlvv • Vrt 


C. How was response 
delivered? (RCQ5) 








- 




In Person 


88.0% 


93.4% , 


51.5 


,62.0% 


79.5% 


Telephone 


2.5 


2.D 


0.1 


0.5 . 


1.6 


Mail 


3.4 


2.2 


39.3 


20.9 


10.7 


Other 


6.0 


0.5 


5.5 


16.7 


7.2 


No Answer 


0.0 


1.9 


3.7 


0.0 • 


0.9 


. Total 


99.9% 


100.0% 


100.1% - 


100.1% 


99.9% 


SOURCE; King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study* Access Point Primary Survey, 
> Requestor Population Survey, 1981. 
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ERIC computer ueorch requ^fiti; arc roecivud by mnll^ while a Intent two-fl£th*j 
(39.32) arc responded to by mail. 1 



6.4.1.5 Une of Non-ERIC Information Sources 



Here we arc concerned not only with other non-ERIC documents but also 
with other persons, organizations, systems, and media which might also be iised 
by ERIC requestors. Studies of the use of informal and pereon-to-pcrson infor- 
mation sources among scientists and engineers have demonstrated the importance 
of such sources to these groups. As shown here, users of ERIC also demonstrate 
such usage. 

Table. 6. 26 shows that three-fourths (75.4%) of ERIC requests also 
involve use of other, non-ERIC printed documents, Buch as books, articles, and 
reports. This is certainly not surprising since CUE, ERIC computer searching^ 

and to a lesser extent, RIE, all provide intellectual access to documents not^ 

2 

available in the ERIC microfiche collection. 

About two-fift;hs (42.8%). of the ERIC requests involve use of other 
organizations or departments separate from the ERIC access point. Some of 
these other organizations were probably used for obtaining "non-ERIC" infor- 
mation. (But as we shall see further on, some of these other organizations 
may have been used for obtaining other ERIC products or services as well.) 

^ About half (51. 0%) of ERIC requests also involve use of experts 

knowledgeable"!^ the area of the request, and about half (55.5%) inyolve the 
requestors own friends, colleagues, students, or other personal acquaintances. 



Other prerecorded audio or visual sources (i.e. records* cassettes, 

slides, etc.) are used in connection with only about 16 percent of ERIC 

requests, although they are more likely to be used in connection with requests 

handled bv Other Acce ss Points. 

A possible future analysis .of these data would be to compare users' satisfac- 
tion with searches handled In person ^ersus those handled by mail; nail 
i requests presumably Involve much less searcher-requestor interaction during 
development of a search statement. 

^However, we do not knov for sure whether these other non-ERIC docume^s were, 
In fact, identified through use of ERIC. ' 
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Tabic 6.26 Percent of Requests in which Non-ERIC Information Sources 
Uere Used, by Type of Access Point 



Type of Access Point (NEWTYPE2) 



1 



Non-ERIC 
Information 
Source 
Used 



ERIC 
Clearing- 
houses & 
Facility 
(n=>,143,400) 



Academic 
Access 
Points 
<n-l, 764,500) 



Other 
Access , 
.Points 
(n-803,550) 



All 
Access 
Points 
(n-2, 711,450) 



Other printed documents 
(i.*e., books, articles, 
reports) (Q19P1) 

Other organizations or 
departments separate from 
the one on the Request 
Card (i.e., other libraries, 
Clearinghouses, etc*) 
(Q19P2) 

Experts or people knowledge- 
able in the area of my 
request (Q19P3) 

My own friends, colleagues, 
students, or other personal 
acquaintances (Q19P4) 

Prerecorded audio or visual 
sources (i.e., records, 
cassettes, slides, etc.) ' 
(Q19P6) . 

Other (Q19P7) 



77.6%- 



"^53.3% 



52.2% 



55.0% 



7.6% 
2.4% 



74.1% 



37.9% 



45.6% 



51.3% 



10.2% 
0.9% 



77.9% 75.4% , 



51.2% 



62.4% 



64.8% 



28.9% 
3.1% 



42.8% 



51.0% 



55.5% 



15.6% 
1.7% 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population Survey, 
1981. 
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Percents do hot total to 100% since multiple responses were possible. 
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These data obviously point out that ERIC Is not used In isolation 
from other formal and informal non-EHIC information sources. This is true 
even in the field of education, where ERIC is only one of the many informa- 
tion systems available. One possible topic for future research might be to 
determine how ERIC compares with other information products and services in 
terms of its accessibility, ease of use, etc. 

6.4.1.6 Use of Other ERIC Products and Services by ERIC Requestors 

Just as ERIC requestors use non-ERIC information sources to satisfy 
their needs for information, it is also common for them to use more than one 
ERIC product or service to obtain relevant, information. We have two sources 
of data for measuring the frequency with which this occurs. The first is the 
Primary Survey's ERIC Request Card; cooperating access point staff were asked 
to identify other ERIC products and services which were also used by the 
requestor. The other data source is the Requestor Population Survey question- 
naire itself; survey respondents were asked/trt>^dentif y other ERIC information 
sources they had used to obtain information on the same topic or title speci- 
fied on the ERIC Request Card,, a copy of which was supplied with their 
questionnaire. 

Data from tbese two sources are displayed in Table 6.27. Consistently , 
the requestors themselves report'more ERIC usage than was reported by access 
point, staff who were assigned to monitor a particular ERICj product or service . 
For example, in the Primary Survey, it was reported that CUE was used in 
29. 7, percent of the cases where R1E was used. According to ME users surveyed 
in the Requestor Population Survey, CUE was used in twice as many cases. A 
similar relationship is. shown for all four- of the major ERIC categories* For 
example, of ERIC computer search requestors, Primary Survey data show RIE 
being used in 8-6 percent of the cases, while the Requestor survey shows RIE v 
being used in 41-5 percent of the cases. 

There are several possible explanations for these seeming discrepan- 
cies* The first is that the Primary Survey may'tend to underreport use of 
£PJC products or services other than the ones access point staff were r.sked to 
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Tabic 6*27 Combined Use of ERIC Products and Services, 
os Reported In Primary Survey and Requestor 
Populatiou Survey 



l 



Type 
of 

. Request 


1 

Percent of 
these RequeotP 
Involving Use 
* of thfe Following: 


As Reported 

in Access 
roint rrimary 
Survey 


As Reported 
In Requestor 
Population 
Survey 


RIE 


CUE | 


29.7% • 


61.0% 




ERIC Computer Search* 


\^ 23.5% 


28.3% 




ERIC Microfiche 


.27.1% 


71.8% 




ERIC Printed Report 


1.5% 


53.3% 




ERIC Printed mDuiograpny 




35. 2% 


CUE 


„ RX'E ' ' 


36.9% 


50.8% 




^ERIC Computer Search 


17.9% 


26.2% 




' ERIC Microfiche , 


3.8% 


49 . 2% 




ERIC Printed Report 


0.'1% 


15.2% 




ERIC Printed Bibliography 


1.9% 


10.5% 


ERIC 

Computer 
Search 


RIE 
CUE 

ERIC Microfiche 


8.6% 
7.9% 
8.9% 


41.5% 
42.0% 
63.8% 




ERIC Printed Report 


0.6% 


50.3% 




ERIC Printed Bibliography 


0.8% 


26.7%. 


ERIC 

Documents 


RIE 
CUE 


36.9% 
11.5% 


56.9% 
6^.6% 




ERIC Computer Search 


15.4% 


48. 1% 


SOURCE : 


King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, 
Survey, Requestor Population Survey, 1981* 


Access Point Primary 

s 

) 
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monitor, simply because not all products and services other than the ones * 
access point staff were asked to monitor were within view of the employee who 
was assigned %o perform ERIC monitoring. This is a common occurrence, 
especially when different ERIC products are located in different rooms or - 
departments within* the same organization. Another explanation, possibly more 
significant, is that ERIC usage may, in fact, "stretch" over an extended time 
period and may involve using ERIC products, and services at ; different organiza- 
tions* For example, we know that there are many more "RIE" access points; than 
"ERIC computer search 11 access points* It is possible In some cases that RIE 
functions as a "feeder" to computer searching by making users aware of the 
existence of the data base thus leading them to awareness and use of computer 
searching subsequent to using RIE P This is one possible explanation for the 
high incidence of joint use of RIE and computer searching, 

A possible source of the difference between the Primary Survey and 
Requestor Survey results is that individuals who responded to the Requestor 
Survey overestimated their use of other ERIC, products or services, or they 
reported additional' uses of ERIC at access points other than the one which 
recorded their request via an ERIC Request Card* 

Probably the "truth" about joint use of ERIC products and services 

is somewhere between the results of the Primary Survey and the results of the 

Requestor Population Survey* The Primary Survey may simply underestimate use 

of other products or services since they could not always be monitored by the 

access point staff member who was only, in most. cases, assigned to monitor 

only one product or service* The Requestor Population Survey may overestimate 

since it is always possible that an ERIC user of, say, CIJE, may have thought 

that the ERIC , database was being searched even though other related databases 

2 

were being searched* 



1 J 

Another possible explanation of the high incidence of Joint use of RIE and 
ERIC computer searching is that RIE is limited to the ERIC bibliographic data- 
base, whereas computer searching is not* a - 

One interesting question is how frequently computer searching access points 
call Xhezsselves an "ERIC search service" in their promotional literature even 
Dhpu^h ERIC is only one of the databases they search* 
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Kcverthelcss| It Is cleor from these data that the use of different 
ERIC products and services in combination when searching for information may 
be the rule, rather than the exception. Such use of ERIC may simply be very 
strong evidence that ERIC products and services are related to each other even 
though each performs a different function. 

Perhaps a more significant interpretation of these data is that a 
market may exist for an ERIC product which combines both identification and 
access functions in one package. For example, systems are currently under 
development which combine videodisc technology with telecommunications channels. 
It may be that ERIC would be a prime candidate to take advantage of such tech- 
nology, perhaps via a joint venture with private industry. 

6.4.2 Use of ERIC Products and Services bv Themselves 

We saw in the previous section how frequently joint use of ERIC 
"products and services occurs. We felt that some of the questions in the 
Requestor Population Survey questionnaire were fetter analyzed only for those 
respondents who used one product or service at the monitoring access point. 
We did this so that usage of RIE, CUE, computer searching, or ERIC documents 
c6uld, in fact, be, isolated as much as possible. The disadvantage of this 
approach is that not all Requestor Population Survey respondents ate included 
in the following tables. The advantage is, we feel, that responses to these 
few questions can be analyzed more reliably. 



6.4.2*1 Prior Awareness of ERIC and Means of First Awareness of ERIC 

Table 6.28 shows that most ERIC requestors were already aware that the 
type of ERIC product or service they used existed. Almost all of the document 
requestors (98.5%) were already aware of the existence of ERIC documents, while 
nearly 80 percent of search requestors were already aware of ERIC computer 
searching CUE had the lowest prior "awareness » with only 58.3 percent having 
prior awareness of this ERIC product* 



Tabic 6,28 Prior Awareness of ERIC and Method of Initisl Awareness 



Variable 



ERIC Category (ERICTYPE) 



RIE 
<n-242,480) 



CUE 
(n-5tn700) 



Searches 
(n-170,580) 



Documents 
<n«421,950) 



Percent of requestors who 
were awsre of the ERIC 
product or service prior 
to the date on the ERIC 
Request Card (Q2) 



B.l Method of first 
1 awareness (RQ4) 

l\ Teacher, professor,, 
employer - 

2. | friend, colleague,' 
fellow student 

3.1staff at library,' 
media center, clear- 
jinghcuse, etc . 

4. iFound out by myself 
-?hile doing research 
Ln library, media 
penter , clearinghouse, 
ttc. 




65.4% 



56*8% 
5.1 

30.4 



0.0 
4.1 
3,6 



58.3% 



42.5% 



13.3 



29.0 



13.0 
2.2 
0.0 



79.1% 



34.0% 
14.5 

27.3 



2.8 
20.4 
1.0 



98.5% 



54.5% 
6.6 

9.6 



2.5 
26.8 
0.0 



Total 



100.0% 



100.0% 



100.0% 



100.0% 



" » 

King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population 
Survey, 1981 
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t Most requestors Initially found out about ERIC from a teacher, 
professor, or employer. Given the substantial proportion of ERIC use accounted 
for by those involved in a research project or class study, we feel safe in 
assuming that the majority of this prior awareness came from experience while 
In. school. 

The next most frequently used channel for awareness is the staff of 
libraries, media centers, information centers, and clearinghouses * And 
according to these data* a relatively small proportion found out about ERIC on 
their own. We conclude that people need to be Introduced to ERIC by teachers^ 
or library staff. The frequency of awareness from other sources is relatively 
low. (Wq note that, for ERIC documents, 14.1 percent of prior awareness comes 
from reading Journals, magazines, or newsletters, Included here under "other". 



6.4.2.2 Description of ERIC Requests and their Outcome 

Information-seeking sometimes has been viewed as <jne of th& behaviors 
.engaged in by people who are trying to make a decision or solve a problem. We 
have already seen what types of purposes people have in Peeking ERIC informa- 
tion, e. g, , class study, management, research, etc. 

These factors have an impact on the type of information^ people seek. 
We describe the types of information people seek in the following tables. 

First, Table 6.29 demonstrates how ERIC products and services are used 
In terms of whether or not'the requestors had specific authors or documents in 
mind when using ERIC. In a majority of cases, ERIC requestors do not have 
specific authors or documents in mind; instead, they are searching for informa- 
tion on a specific topic. It does appear, however, that RIE and ERIC documents, v 
possibly used together, are used by people seeking specific authors or document 
titles more often than CUE or ERIC searching* (It may be that the image of RIE 
and its association with ERIC documents lead people to believe that RIE documents 
are narrower, subject-wise, than the "open literature" accessible through CUE 
and ERIC computer searches.) * 



Table 6.29 Description of Request and Its Outcome by ERIC Category 

ERIC Category (ERICTYPE) 

\ Category v RIE CUE Searches Documents 

V (n-242,480) (11*513,700) (n°170 > 580) (n«421,950) 

A. Coal of Request (Q6) 

1. I had specific authors 



or documents in mind 


30. 32 


2.4% 


4.1% 


'34.5% 


2. I was searching for 

information on a spe- 
- cific topic 


61.0 


94.7 


90.7 


49.9 


3. Both of the above 


3.3 


2.9 


4.7 


15.3 


4 t Neither of the above 


1.7 


0.0 


0.0 


0.1 


5. rt No response 


3.6 


0.0 


0.5 


0.3 


Total 


99.9% 


100.0% 


100 .0% 


100.1% 


Request Outcome (Q8) 










1. No relevant documents 

4 A An r-t *r4 aA 

la en tinea 






11 




2. Did not need to obtain 
access to these 


5 5 


0 0 




?n i 


3. Have not yet tried to 
oDCcim access to tne 
identified documents 


3.3 


0.0 


22.2 


0.7 


4. Have obtained access to 
none of the documents 

e veil LuOUgn 1 uflve 

tried 


0.0 


5.1 


3.4 


o.a 


5* Have obtained access 
to some of the docu^ 
ments 


8.8 


■ 

s 38.6 


19.8 


7.0 


6. Have obtained access to 
cost of p the documents 


43.0 


25.0 


. 26* 2 


14.9 


7. Have obtained access to 
all the documents— 

S. Other 


28.2 
0.0 


20.9 
0.0 


: -9.2 

0.V 


30.1 
0.0 


9 . response 


4.9 


0.0 


2.8 


0.3 


Total 


100.1% 


99?9% 


100.0% 


100.1% 



S0CRCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population 
Survey, 1981. \ y 

i3i ' .145 



When asked about request outcomeo, most respondents report having 
obtained access to "some" , Vmost 11 , or "all" of the documents they' identified. 
However, larger proportions h£ users of RIE and CUE than ERIC searches and 
ERIC documents repoft obtaining "some", "most 11 , or "all" of the documents they 
identified; these results may be; due just as much to the nature of the products 
"themselves (i.e., people may not usually use ERIC documents tb help identify 

other documents) as to the time delay (i.e., some respondents may have* received 

* \ ■ 

their questionnaires before they had ^sufficient time to fully inspect and 

utilize their .search output)". 

Nevertheless, these results for^RIE and CUE certainly demonstrate 
that a majority of ERIC requestors do succeed, at least partially, in obtaining 
access to the documents -which ERIC identifies for them, $ 

Table 6.30 further describes ERIC usage in terms of whether ERIC helps 
.requestors identify non-document information sources. 

The products and services seem about equally successful in this, 
ideittifyixig non-document information sources. This is Important when evaluating 
an information system, since the documents which-aft information system identifies 
^jaay not by themselves provide the information which the individual user is 
seeking. For example, twenty percent of the document requestors report that 
their ( ERIC documents supplied them with "...the names of individuals who could 
be contacted for additional information", and almost one-third (31.3%) of 
document requestors stated that ERIC documents supplied them with "...names of 
organizations which could be Contacted for further information". 

Aside- from the numbers presented in these preceding tables, three 
ideas should be readily apparent to the reader. 

p. 

m - * * «, 

First, ERIC users do appear to'have success in obtaining the documents " 
which ERIC helps them to identifyv In this respect, the ERIC system appears to 

- be a success. 

* ' * ..... 

Second, ERIC documents themselves help users identify further sources 
of information. Thus, it would-be a mistake to view the identification and pro- 
vision of ERIC documents as the sole output of Rl^f ERIC microfiche collections 
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Table 6*30 Identification of Information Sources Other than Documents 
by ERIC Category 



ERIC Category (BRICTYPE) 



Category RI£ CIJ£ Searches Documents 

* fTi-242^BQ>(n°513.700Yn^l70,580>(n-V21,950) 

Has the information you obtained from 
this ERIC product or service helped 
you identify any information sources 
other than documents which are useful 

or relevant? (Q9) 



Yes 


46.6% 


38.7% 


49.0% 


40.2%- 


No 


44. 7 


U.5 


37.7 


27.2 


Don't know 


O.j) 


13.8 


9.7 


30.9 


No response 


8.8 


6.0 


3.6 


lU 


Total 


100.1%, 


100 .0% 


100.0% 


99.9% 



B* Other Sources Identified 1 — 
(Q10P1 - Q10PA) 

1* Names of individuals who could 
be contacted for additional 

information 18*9% 12*0% 17* 6% 20*5% 

2* Names of organizations which 
> could be contacted for 0 

further information 34*0% 22*6% 31*6% 31*3% 

3* Names of programs or , 

projects 42*7% 32*0% 37*2% 33*1% 

SOURCE: King Research, Inc*, ERIC Cost snd Usage Study, Requestor Population 
Survey, 1981* 



Multiple responses possible, 
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Third, ERIC appears to be quite successful in providing users with 
leads to "non-document" information sources. We think that this is an inter- 
esting finding since one of the Justifications for developing special-purpose 
clearinghouses, inf ormation analysis centers, and special consultant or project 

files is to provJ.de informations-seekers with more than Just documents. Yet, 

* * 
here we find that document-based ERIC products and services are being usdd Just 

for that purpose. Again* we strongly recommend that information systems such 

as ERIC not be evaluated exclusively in terms of their ability to locate and 

provide documents; such a viewpoint would be limiting. 

6. A. 2. 3 Number of Documents Identified 

Still, a major function of the ERIC system is to help individuals 
locate documents. We asked requestors (A) how many documents they hoped to 
identify, (B) how many documents they actually identified* ^nd (C) haw many 
document? they actually expected to be relevant.^ Responses are displayed in 
Trible 6.31.- 

It is quite apparent that people who request ERIC computer searches 
have the highest expectations, with a mean of 37.8 documents the requestors 
hoped to identify. It is also clear that people who request ERIC computer 
searches also retrieve the largest number of relevant 'documents, with h mean 
of 22.8 relevant documents actually identified. Unfortunately, we do not. know 
how many of these retrieved and relevant documents are actually "ERIC" docu- 
ments since we know from the Access Point Screener Survey that a substantial 
proportion of ERIC database searches are conducted in conjunction with other 
databases, , 

6.4.2.4 Satisfaction with ERIC 

tfe asked respondents to rank their satisfaction with ERIC in two 
ways. First,' we asked them to rank their "overall satisfaction" with ERIC on 
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Table 6*31 Number of Documents Identified through Using ERIC* 
by ERIC Category and Type of Document 



Average Number of Documents*** 



ERIC 
Category 
(ERICTYPE) 




the requestor 
hoped to 
Identify 
(Q'A) 


the requestor 
actually 

Identified 
/mo \ 


the requestor 
expected to 
be relevant 
(Q7C) 


RIE 


mean 


8.8 


13.1 


8.6 




0*d* 


6.6 


15.2 


.12.6^^ ■ 


CUE r 


mean 


9.2 


7.8 


7.2 




s * d * 


5.2 


6.9 


6.0 


Searches 


mean 


37.8 ' 


50.0 


22.8 




3 *d* 


40.0 


79.6 


33.5 


Documents ? 


mean 


12.3 


7.9 


6.3 




s*d* 


19.2 


12.9 


11.7 


SOURCE: King. Research* Inc.* ERIC Cost and Usage Study* Requestor Population 
Survey* 1981* 


NOTE: n s*d*" "standard 


deviation" 
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*^l-to-5 scale. Wc also asked them to rank ERIC In terms of five qualitative 
attributes: ■ * , 



relevance 
completeness 
practicality 
app ropr iat cnes s 
newness 



All attributes were defined as unambiguously as possible. Definitions and 
tabulations- of results are displayed in Table 6.32. 



Overall, more than three-fourths of respondents stated they were 
atisf ic 
which. they used- 



"highly satisfied" *or "somewhat satisfied'* with the ERIC product or service 



In terms of the individual attributes, a majority of respondents 
rank ERIC products as a 4 or 5 on a 1-to-S scale, with'l being low and 5 being 
high, Me were particularly interested in how, requestors ranked ERIC in terms 
of its practicality, which was defined as: 

'*,«,, degree to which the ERIC product or 'service provided you 
with or directed you to information which was practical or 
immediately useable for your needs/* 

Evidently, ERIC requestors feel that the information supplied to them is 
practical, since, for example, nearly three-fourths (72.6%) of RIE requestors 
stated that the information supplied by RIE ranked a 4 or 5 on the*'*prac.ticality r 
scale. ■ " * • 1 

Based on these results, we conclude that a majority of ERIC requestors 
are satisfied with*ERIC. 
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Tab!* ft. 32 qualitative Evaluation of ERIC Products and Service 
hy EltlC Category and Evaluation Attributiu 



ERIC Category (ERICTYPE) 



Evaluation 
Attribute 



R1E 
(n-242,480) 



CUE Searches Documents 

(n™513,700) (n-170,580) (n*421,950) 



A* Relevance 
CQ13P1) 1,2 

B* Completeness 
(Q13P2) 1,3 



66; 72(22.8%) 67.32(25,22) 57*3%(23.12) 65.82(21*0%) 



59.12(24,9%) 59*12(15,4%) 54.92(21.82) 47*22(11*3%) 



C* Practicality 
(Q13P3) 1 '* 



72*62(44*92) 61*32(25*22) 59*02(20*2%) 59.82(25.6%) 



D* Appropriateness 



(Q13P4) 



1,5 



61*22(21.8;,) 59*22(37*5%) 56*82(26*4%) 60*12(20*4%) 



E, Newness 
(Q13PS) 



1,6 



69.5%(38*9Z) 47.72(20.7%) 47.22(20.32) 56*22(10*6%) 



Overall Satisfac- 
tion (QU) 7 



88-62(35-3%) 76.2%(32*1%) 80*42(43*12) 73*12(48*4%) 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc*, ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population 
Survey, 1981- 



The percents in the column are the percentages of respondents who rated .the* ERIC 

product or service "4" or "5" on a l-to-5 "low- to-high" scale* Percents in 

brackets, ( ), are for those who supplied a ranking of 5 (high) only* 

2 - * 

Relevance (degree' to which the ERIC product or service provided you with or 

directed you to information directly related to the title or topic of your 

request) * 

^Completeness (degree to which the ERIC product or service provided you with or 
directed you to all the information you needed) * 

Practicality (degree to which the ERIC product or service provided you with or 
directed you to information which was practical or immediately useable for your 
: needs) : * 

^ Appropriateness (degree to which the ERIC product or service provided you with 
or directed you to information which was presented at a technical level or 
level of detail, which was appropriate to your needs). 

fewness (degree to which the ERIC product or service provided you "with or 
direqted you to information about which you were previously unaware)* 

'percent* is the percent responding "highly satisfied 11 or ''somewhat satisfied 1 '* 
Percent in brackets, ( ) , is the percent responding "highly satisfied" only- 

IS l 
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-SECTION 7 
THE COSTS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM 



Cost analyses of the ERIC System were performed to identify the 
magnitude ofi expenditures associated with the production, distribution and 
use of ERIC products and services and various component costs. The method- 
ology used in developing ERIC System Costs, which is described in Appendix A, 
was based on identifying costs 'of the ERIC , system participants according to 
the product or service and the generic function involved. For some partici- 
pants, such as the Clearinghouses, total costs were available and needed only 
to be allocated among the products and services and functions. Other parti- 
cipant costs were estimated from those of a sample of the particular group of 
interest, and some were developed using ERIC system parameters and generalized 
co&t models of particular activities. 

Planning for cost analysis began with the specification of system 
participants, products and services, and functions to be considered. Those 
chosen are sh6wn in Figure 7.1 and'have been describe^ earlier in Section 2, 
Also specified at this point were specific activit performed by each parti- 
cipant and relevant cost factors, ✓ 

i 

Several conventions and underlying assumptions must be kept in mind in 
considering the cost results presented in this report. The first of these con- 
cems the treatment of expenditures for ERIC products and services — especially 
subscriptions to RIE and CUE, computer search charges, and document purchases* 
Incurred generally by access points, these expenditures are reimbursements ^or 
costs/incurred by ERIC, To avoid double counting, then, purchase costs were not 
included in access point totals P These figures are available if needed for con- 
sideration of access point ^gtivity. 

i * 

. A second convention followed in costing involved the allocation of 
generation costs betveen.RIE or CUE and computer searches* While it is the 
general practice in Che industry to allocate generation costs to the printed 
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Figure 7p1, ERIC Syotem Participant^ Products and Servicer* and Functlono 



Participants 



Products and Services 



Functions 



Document Providers 
ERIC 

- Clearinghouses 
~ Facility 

- EDRS 

- GPO 

- ORYX 

Access Points 



7 



CUE 



Computer Search 



Document 5 



Generation 



Reproduction and Distri- 
bution 



Acquisition and Proces- 
sing 



User Support 
Identification 



Data Base Processors 



Assimilation 



Users 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc , , ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981, 
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secondary product and only marginal costs of tape production to computer tapes, 
we have chosen here to allocate generation coats between the printed RIE or 
CUE and computer searches. The allocation chosen Is on the basis of the 
relative number of uses of each product as reported In Section 6- Other allo- 
cation methods chosen which also have an Impact on the distribution of ERIC 
costs Include the assignment of administrative and overhead costs for each 
participant on the basis of direct costs associated with particular products/ 
services and functions. 

There would appear to be substantial foreign use of the ERIC system, 
with 15 percent of RIE subscriptions, and seven percent of ERIC document 
purchasers coming from outside the U.S. This study was addressed solely to 
U.S. access points and users, and so must underestimate both use and 
associated costs* Generation and reproduction costs given are exhaustive 
and do not exlude those associated with foreign distribution. 

The end result of the cost analyses pf the ERIC system reflects costs 
expended in 1979 on the pre iuctlon, distribution and use of ERIC products and 
services in the U.S. The total figure Is nearly $160 million, w^th nearly 
two-thirds of this associated with the time spent by users of the ERIC system. 
Sections which follow describe the, ERIC system costs according to breakdowns by 
participant (Section 7.1), product or service (Section 7.2), and function 
(Section 7.3). These sections highlight the general results of the cost data 
collection and suggest areas for further exploration. More detailed cost data 
are available for such analyses in the King Research files. 



7.1 ERIC System Participant Costs 

r 

The general categories of ERIC System participants covered in this 
study were document providers (authors), ERIC and its component organizations^ 
access points, and users. Costs associated with each are shown in Table 7.1 and 
Figure 7,2. 
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Table 7.1. ERIC System Costs by Participant (1979) 

(Thousands of Dollars) 



Participant 


Cost 


Percent 


Document Providers 


$ 23,500 


15% 


ERIC 


7,284 


5 


Access Points 


26,240 


16 


Users 


102,345 


64 


TOTAL 


$159,369 


100% 



S0UBCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981, 



Figure 7.2. ERIC System Costs by Participant 




|Document provider costs arc those associated with the authorship of 
ERIC reports, of which there wore nearly 17,000 in 1979. Costs shown 
reflect anl average of 100 professional and 40 support hours per reports, and 
an estimated professional salary of $12.00 per hour based on the observed 
affiliations of ERIC report authors. Like use costs, authorship costs are 
generally absorbed fcy the institution with which a particular author or reader 
is affiliated. " 

EkIC costs total about $7.3 million, including those associated with 
the Clearinghouses, the Facility, EDRS, GPO, and Oryx Press. The total is 
greater than that expended by the NIE on ERIC in 1979 ($5.6 million) because 

it includes Icosts incurred by the participants for which they are reinibursed 1 

" f 

through other means, such as sales. One gross way of looking at ERIC expendi- 
tures is as the stimulation of a system for distributing and usijKg educational^ 
information. | In this sense, expenditures of $5.6 million stimulate an addi- 
tional $130 nlilllon of activity. 

Access poJLnt costs associated with ERIC total about $26 million, 
reflecting acquisition and distribution of ERIC information and related user 
support activities In an estimated 3,269 U.S. access points." Also included in 
this tota 1 - is |an estimated $2.0 million expended %y data base processors in 
providing computer searches of the ERIC data base. In total, the access point 
costs make up 16 percent of ERIC system expenditures. 

User costs dominate the ERIC system total, accounting for nearly 
two-thirds or dver $102 million. These costs reflect the investment which edu- 
cational personnel are willing to make in acquiring information from the ERIC 
products and services. 

A total of about 6.3 million uses of the ERIC systemjigs been^e&ti- ^ 
mated, including uses of the individual products and services as shown in 
Table 7.2. Time spent in reading or assimilating*each product, on the average, 
is shovn in the second column of the table. This was reported b^ users in the 
Requestor Population Survey, Total time for all ERIC product or service usjas 
annually is over 110 • 5 million hours. Also included in total user time spent on 
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Table 7,2, ERIC System Use Costs (1979) 



Product or 
Service 


Number 
of Annual 
Uses 


Assimilation 
Time 


Hourly 
Salary 
Cost 


Coat 

Per 

Use* 


Total Use Coat 
(Thou e and e of 
Dollare) 


RIE 


838,000 


4 , 5 hours 


$8.42 


$39.30 


$32,908 


CUE 


919,000 


4 . 5 hou rs 


8,31 


38, d0 


35,644 


Computer Search 


198,000 


3,5 hours 


11,80 , 


45.20 


8,941 


Documents - requests 


785,000 


2,5 hours 


11.70 


31.70 


* 24,852 


- retrievals 


4,344,000 


,5 hours 


11.70 


5.70 


2 A ,'852 . 



SOURCE: Ring Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981, 



^Includes costs of user acquisition of documents, photocopying of documents, 
and identification of all products and services,, as well as reading time. 
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an ERIC product would be user acquisition of documents * photocopying of docu- 
ments, and time spent identifying and accessing all products and services. 
These additional factors have been incorporated in estimates of user cost 
shown in the last two columns of Table 7,2. 

The final factor In estimating user costs is the hourly salary 
cost. This was estimated from the Requestor Population Survey, in which annual 
salaries were indicated. Average salaries derived (assuming 1500 working hours 
per year) range from $6,31 per hour for RIE users to $11.80 for computer search 
users. One source of variation in average salaries was the proportion of users 
who had no income or incomes under $5,000; these groups accounted for 47 per- 
cent of RIE users, 30 percent'of CUE users, 17 percent of document users and 
only 14 percent of computer search users. 

The usage times and costs shown for RIE and computer searches versus 
documents allow a comparison of time spent identifying material versus time 
spent using the same material. About 3,8 million hours plus some portion of the 
.7 million hours spent on computer searches involved the identification of ERIC 
reports- The level of use of ERIC documents identified was about 2s 0 million, 
hours. This underscores the amount of time required by the often underestimated 
function of, material identification. 

One consideration in the analysis of ERIC system costs is the -dis* 
tinction between Federal and non-Federal expenditures. As has been pointed out, 
$5.6. million of the ERIC costs given are expended by NIE. Other Federal 
expenditures come through support of document providers » access points, and 
users. From an analysis of RIE authors, about 20 percent appear to be Federally 
funded, adding about $4.7 million to the Federal expenditure for a total of 
$10.3 million. 
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ERIC System Product and Service Costs 



ERIC System Product and Service Costs are shown in Tabic 7,3 and 
Figure 7.3, As indicated, costs associated with RIE and CUE are approximately 
equal and, in total, about five times as great as computer search costs. Costs 
associated with ERIC documents make up over 40 percent of all ERIC system costs. 

The components of each product or service-related total may be con- 
sidered at several levels of detail depending on the type of analysis being 
performed. A basic breakdown is to consider product and service costs associ- 
ated with each participant, as is done in Table 7.4. Here^we are reminded that 
the higher cost associated with documents is due primarily to authorship costs, 
and also to higher costs within the access points. ERIC costs are greatest"* 
for documents ($3.7 million). User costs are greatest for CUE use ($35,6 mil- 
lion), and least ($8.9 million) for documents, Cpmparing access point and user 
costs, we see greater time spent by access points on user support and other 
aspects of storage and distribution for documents, while this product category 
is associated with the smallest use expenditures. There is a suggestion that 
as access costs decrease, user costs increase. 

Another point of view is to compare all generation and distribution 

u 

costs for the four products and service categories with use costs. This is done 
on a per-use basis in Table 7.5. Here we see use costs higher than generation 
and distribution costs for the three secondary products, substantially higher 
for RIE and CUE. For documents, average generation and—distribution costs of 
$9.50 exefeed average use costs of $5.70. Overall unit cos ts^ for the four prod- 
uct/service categories are $15*20 for documents, $42.50 for CIJE, $46.50 for 
RIE, and $78*00 for computer searches* 

Considering the unit costs for the three secondary, products, computer 
search costs are, on the surface, quite high. This leads to two further areas 
of exploration — the first involving further definition of a use, and the 
second involving a finer breakdown of the component ^eosts*. s 

From the Requestor Population Survey, information was obtained on the 
.number of citations identified and the number of citations identified and expec- 
ted to be relevant for each type of use of a secondary ^product/service. Looking 
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Table 7.3, ERIC System Costs by Product or Service (1979) 

(Thousands of Dollars) 



Product or Service 


Cost 


Percent 


RIE 


$ 38,791 


24% 


CIJE 


! 39,090 


25 


Computer Search 


15,441 


10 


Document s 


66,047 


41 


TOTAL 


$159,369 


100% 



SOURCE: Ring Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981. 




Figure 7*3* ERIC System Costs by Product and Service 




Search 
$15>4m 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981. 

i 
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Tabic 7.4. ERIC System Costs by Product or Service 
and Participant (1979) 
(Thousands'of Dollars) 









Participant 




Product or Service 


Document 
Providers 


ERIC 


Access 
Points 


Users 


Total 


RIE 




2,132 


3,751 


32,908 


38,791 


CUE 




733 


2,713 


35,644 


39,090 


Computer search 




762 


5,738 


8,941 


15,441 


Documents 


23,500 


3,657 


.14,038 


24,852 


66,047 


TOTAL 


23,500 


7,284 


26,240 


102,345 


159,369 



r ' 

SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost 



Analysis, 1981. 
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Table 7-5- Unit Costs 


of ERIC System Products and S 


ervices 


(1975) 








Unit Costs 






Product or Service 




Number 
of Uses 


' Generation 
and Distribution 


Use 


Total 


RIE 




838,000 


* 

$ 7.00 


$39. 30 


$46.30" 


CIXE 




919/000 


3.70 


38.80 


42.50 


Computer Search 




198,000 


32.80 


45.20 


78.00 


Documents 




4,344,000 


9.50 


5.70 


15". 20 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost 
Analysis, 1981. 
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i\t these, we find that the av«raRt» number, of relevant citatimu; identified in a 
computer oe;irch wan 22.8, while 7.2 relevant citations were Identified in the 
average manual CUE aeareh "aiuTb. 6 in the avi-ruftc manual Rlfc search. Hoth the 
user times and the total cofltfl, ftlven -previously may now be related to tho time 
and cost per relevant citation, as shown In Table 7,6. 

The data of thi<> table provide'a sharp contract and a quite different 
result from the previous analysis. RIE and CUE are still comparable in terms 
of cost and time, but computer searching involves about one-third the user time 
and considerably lower costs per relevant citation; These findings begin to 
suggest the complexity of the comparison. between manual and computer searches* 
and reflect in the aggregate data which can be used to model the comparison 
under differing conditions. 

Further comparisons can be raade by looking at the specific component 
costs included in the- totals for RIE* CHE and computer searching* A breakdown 
for each key function and participant, is given in Table 7.7 and described below. 

Generation costs involve the development of secondary information 
about educational materials by the Clearinghouses, the ERIC Facility, and Oryx 
Press.. As indicated earlier, these costs were developed for the RIE and CUE 
databases and then allocated in part to computer searching on the basis of 
relative use of the different forms. A computer search was assumed to .include 
both RIE and CUE files, so that the unit cost is approximately the sua of. the r 
two separate data ba^e costs. There are some generation costs uniquely associ~ 
atcd with computer searching, so that this unit cost is in fact slightly larger. 
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i Reproduction and distribution costs include costs incurred by Oryx 
Press, GPO and the data 'base processors who provide ERIC tapes for searching, 
RIE and CUE costs cover reproduction and distribution of both monthly, semi- 
annual, and «r,nual indexes (RIE only) . Database processor costs are estimated 
for the approximately 22 batch services and six online services in the U\S. that 
provide access to the ERIC tapes. ^production and distribution costs , as 
-ight be expected, are significantly higher fbr online searching. than for the 
manually searched indexes . CUE reproduction and distribution costs are lower 
than those or RIE prinaril:- because of a lower number* of subscriptions; CUE 
unit costs are lower because even with lower subscriptions the number of uses 
is about the same. 
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TabUj ,7.6. CUV, r.nc! Computer Search 

' Unit Times and Cooes (1979) 



t 

I'roduc t/Servicu 


Average Use 
Time 1 
(Hours) 


Average Cost 
Per Use 2 
(Dollars) 


Average Number 
of Kelevant 
Cita tions 


Unc Time 
Per Kelevant 
Citationo 
(Minutes) 


Cost 
Per Relevant 
Citations 
(Dollars) 


RIE 


4.5 


$46,30 


8.6 


31 


, 55. AO 


CUE 


■ 4.5 


$42.50 


7.2 

J 


•38 


$5.90 


Computer Search 


3.5 


$78.00 


22.8 


9 


$3.40 



SOURCE: King Research; Inc., ERIC Cost and U"a&e Study, Cost Analysis, 1981. 



Includes time spent by users. Excludes tine spent by access points and other 
system participants. 

Includes costs incurred by users as well as other system participants* 
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Tallin /«/* Comparison of ERIC Syutcin HIK, CUR, and Computer Search Con to (1979) 



VaUIL Kl I'lIHTIlt 

( I tnu L f nit ami 
Participant) 



\ 



Cciicr.-it Inn : 

Unproiluc t Ion ami Distribution: 
i:iuc 

Ace t^;i s I'n IntM 



Ariju I 1 1 lna and Processing 
KRlt; 

Access Points 



User Support : 
KRtC , 

Access Points 



Identification and Access: 

Users 

Ass inii lation : 
Users 

TOTAL 

Relevant Citations per Use 
Cost per Relevant Citation 



RIK 

Coot Cont Per 

(Tlunifiaudn ■ Uiie 
of r )oll«rn) (Oolinra) 



$1,070 



245 



245 



27 7 
59 
336 



540 
3,692 
4,232 



1,173 

31,735 
$38,791 



$1.28 



.29 



.40 



5.05 

1.40 

37.87 
$46.30 



8.6 



1 

$5.40 ' 



CUE 

Cont Coot Per 

(Thousands Uoe 
of Dollaro) (Dollnm) 



$430 
124 



l 

29 
30 



178 
2,685 
2,863 



1 , 168 



34,375 
$39,090 



$.47 



.13 



.03 



3.12 

1,38 

37.40 
$42.50 



7'. 2 
$5.90 



Computer Search 
Cont Cost Per 

(Tuoumindn Uoc 
of Doilnrn) (Dollars) 



$362 

* ( 

2, 027 
2,027 

69 

69 



331 
3,712 
4,042 



777 

8,T&4 
$15,441 



$1.83 



10,24 



.35 



20.41 

3,92 

41.23 
$78.00 



22.8 
$3.40 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, £ost Analysis, 1981, 
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Acquisition and processing couts can be divided Into two yo[;mcnts, 
the first concerned with the acquisition of reports and journal articles for 
processing and the second including acquisition of RIE and CUE for use. These 
involve the Clearinghouses, the ERIC Facility and the access points. Acquisi- 
tion and processing costs for generation dominate, making up about 80 percent 
of the total $435,000 for the three products/services* Acquisition and proces- 
sing costs are higher for RIE reports than for CUE journal articles; again, 1 
portions of both are allocated to the cost of computer searches* 

User support costs include costs incurred at those service points 
'having direct contact with end users, and were estimated from the Access Point 
Screener Survey. The ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility provide user support as 
veil as the other academic and nonacademic access points described earlier* 
Generally, support time per use is highest for computer searching and slightly 
higher for RIE than for CUE* 

Identification and access costs are an estimate of the time required 
for the user to^locate and get to the product/ service involved. This was estima* 
ted by us to be 10 minutes for RIE and CUE and 20 minutes for computer searching? 
In much of the analysis of the cost of use, identification and access costs are 
combined with those for the next function, that of assimilation. For a primary 
information product,, assimilation time might be thought of as reading time; for 
a secondary product, the definition given users conveys the dual tasks of 
searching the indexes and reviewing search output. As indicated earlier, these 
costs are greater for computer searching on a per use basis and less on a per 
relevant citation basis* 

An analysis such as that above aids in exploring differences in the 
costs associated with RIE, CUE and computet search usage., Additional detail, 
to the activity level, is available for further analyses* .This includes tbe 
breakdown of individual ERIC participant costs — those of the Clearinghouses, 
the Facility, EDRS, GP0 and- Oryx Press. Breakdowns such as these, especially 
on the functional level, may be used in addressing ERIC. management issues - 

This ci~e was ir. addition to the time spent on 'reading, examining, searching, 
or consulting" ERIC products or services which was reported in the Requestor 
Population Survey- * 
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To complete the picture of ERIC cofitn at the moro detailed level, 
Table 7.8 gives document-related costs by function and participant. Per use 
coots for each function are also shown. The total cost for ERIC documents Is 
about $66 million, which includes costs associated with both ERIC reports and 
other publications generated by the Clearinghouses and access points. 

Document generation costs arc Incurred by document providers, ERIC 
and access points. The cost of authorship, Including professional and support 
time, Is estimated at $1,400 per report. ERIC and access point costs are 
those associated with the development of other documents, including bibliog- 
raphies, Information analysis products, user guides, directories, and so on. 

Reproduction and distribution costs for documents are dominated by 
EDRS costs but also include Clearinghouse, Facility and access point costs for 
other documents. Also Included In reproduction and distribution costs are the 
cost of on-<jemand flche to paper and flche to fiche copying at the access points, 

Included in acquisition and processing costs for documents are costs 
associated with the Initial acquisition of documents by the Clearinghouses and 
the Facility and costs associated with acquisition and processing of documents 
for purposes of use by the Clearinghouses, access points, and Individual users. 
More than 13 million flche copies and over 40 thousand paper copies of documents 
were distributed in 1979.* <■ 



User support costs cover time spent by access point staffs in respon- 
ding to requests for information. This includes those components of ERIC which 
provide dl^ct services to users and other academic and nonacademic access 
points. 

The final two functional categories^are Identification and access and 

assimilation. These are performed by users, and are dominated by an estimated 
average reading time of one-half hour per document retrieved. 

Unit costs for each function are shown, totalling $15.20 per reading. 
Over 75 percent of the costs are for authorship and reading. Reproduction and 
distribution costs are quite low. on a per use basis* primarily because document 



IAii additional 4 million fiche copies are distributed annually to fill in back 
collections. j 
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Tabic ERIC System Document -Related Costs (1979) 



Cost Element 
(Function and Participant) 



Cost 

(Thousands of Dollars) 



Cost Per Retrieval 
(Dollars) 



Generation: 

Document Providers 
ERIC 

Access Points 



Reproduction and Distribution: 
ERIC 

Access Points 



Acquisition and Processing; 
ERIC 

Access Points 
Users 



User Support : 
ERIC 

Access Points 



Identification and Access] 
Users 

Assimilation: 
Users 



TOTAL 



$23,5Q0 
521 
2,849 
26,870 



2,358 
440 
2,798 



. 342. 
5,502 
351 
6,195 



436 
5,247 
5,683 

1,531 

22,970 

$66,047 



$6.19 



.64 



1.43 



1.31 
.35 
5.29 
$15.20 



0URCE: King Research, In«t., IjjRIC Cose and Usage Study, Cose Analysis, 1981, 



156 



reproduction and distribution is dominated by relatively low cost microfiche 
copies. The role of libraries and other' access points is reflected in user 
support costs. 

, As indicated previously, document costs cover both ERIC reports and 
other publications generated by the Clearinghouses aiu: access points." Addi- 
tional analysis by type of document would be desirable. 
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ERIC System Functional Costs 



The third major breakdown of ERIC system costs utilized in this 
study was by function, with six broad functions identified! 

' Generation 
Reproduction and Distribution 
Acquisition and Processing 
User Support 

Identification and Access 
Assimilation 

The functional breakdown is provided to facilitate comparisons across 
ERIC products and services and between ERIC products and services and other 
comparable ones. Total ERIC system costs by function are shown in Table 7.9 
and Figure 7 .4. 

The overall functional breakdown reflects again the large proportion 
of 'costs associated with use of ERIC products and services. The functional 
breakdovn'is perhaps most useful when combined with the product/service break- 
down as shown in Table 7.10. Here we can compare the relative effort devoted 
to each function for each product or service and the relative level of effort 
among products and services under each function. Comparing RIE and CUE costs, 
for example, we see the greater costs associated with RIE in all of the 
production and distribution functions. More costs are associated with RIE- 
relatec user support as well, but identification and assimilation costs are 
higher for 'CUE. 



9 

IERLC 

■i'HiZ"ll.J 



157 



172 



Table 7,9- ERIC System Copts by Function (1979) 

{Thousands of Oollars) 



Function 


Hnsf. 


Percent. 


Generation 


$28,732 


18% •* 

t 


Reproduction and Distribution 


5,194 


3 


Acquisition and Processing 






- for generation 


( m 

\ 




- for use 


5,949 




- subtotal 


6, 630 


H 


User Support 


16,820 


11 


Identification and Access 


4,749 


3 ■ 


r 

Assimilation 


97.244 " 


61 


TOTAL 


$159,369 


100% 


SOURCE: King Research, Inc, , 


ERIC Cost and Usage Study, 


Cost Analysis, 1981. 
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Figure 7. 4. ERIC System Costa by Function 




and Access 
$4. 7m 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981. 
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Tabic 7-10, HRIC System Costs by Function and Product or Service (1979) 

(Thousands of Dollars) 







Pr riH nf» h 








Func tion 


RIE 


CUE 


Computer 
Search 


Document 


Total 




1 , \3 f \J 






^ O , o / v 


it) , / J' 


Reproduction and 
Distribution 


245 • 


124 


2,027 


- 2,798 


5,194 


Acquisition ana 

Processing 

-for generation 

-for use 
, -subtotal 


275 
61 
336 


30 

, 30 


65 
4 
69 


340 
5,855 
6,195 


680 
5,950 
6,630 


User Support 


4,232 


2,863 


' 4,042- 


5,683 


16,820 


Identification 
and Access 


1,173 


1,268 


777 


1,531 


4,749 


Assimilation 


31,735 


34,375 


8,164 


22,970 


97,244 


TOTAL 


$38,791 


$39,090 


$15,4A1 


$66,047 


$159,369 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc*, ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Cost Analysis, 1981, 



A function to be explored In more depth In tracing communication 
channels for ERIC products and services is user support. Data on user support 
costs for access points come from the access point screener survey in which they 
were asked to give hourly rates of personnel and hours per month devoted to 
user support^ Specifications were given for user support activities for each 
product or service following trie general definition of user support as time 
spent by access point staff in responding to requests for information which 
resulted in the use of one or more ERIC products or services to satisfy the 
information requests, , . - ' 

User Support activities^for RIE and CUE at the access points were 
described as including: * 

o negotiating requests which result in the consulting of RIE or 

1 CUE by requestors or access point staff, 
o consulting, examining, or searching RIE or CUE, 
o showing people how to. use RIE or CUE, 

o copying and/or distributing pages of RIE or CUE in response 
to requests for information. 
Excluded from RIE and CUE User Support activities were formal orientation or 
training programs given, by access point staff which covered ERIC, 

Included under User Support for ERIC database searching were the 
following: o*' , - , 

>% o negotiating requests which result in searches of the ERIC 
bibliographic database, 
o constructing search statements, 

o interacting with or operating the computer system, 
o reviewing or screening the search output. 
Excluded from User Support for ERIC database searching were:. 

o time devoted to searches which do not include the ERIC database, 
o. formal orientation or Eraining programs which cover ERIC, 
* o obtaining, copying, or distributing documents retrieved through 
the, ERIC search. , 
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User Support fur ERIC documents included the following: 

o negotiating requests which' result in consulting, retrieving, 

or copying ERIC documents, 
o consulting, retrieving, or copying ERIC, documents in response 

to Requests for information or documents, \ 
o showing people how to consult, retrieve, or copy ERIC documents, 
o distributing copies Of ERIC documents in response to individual 

orders or requests. 
ERIC document User Support excluded: 

o formal orientation or training programs given by staff which 

cover ERIC, 

p consulting or using ERIC's Resources in Education (RIE) or 
ERIC*s Current Index to. Journals in Education (CUE), 

o time spent preparing or distributing locally-produced documents, 

newsletters, or bibliographies which normally donot receive 

ERIC "ED" identification/numbers, \ 

/ I 
, l o time spent re-shelving ,or re-filing ERIC documents. 

i 

Information was obtained from the access points on categories of 
personnel providing user support, salaries, and hours spent. These dates can 
be viewed from a number of different perspectives to look at types of personnel 
involved in different activities and levels of activity in different categories 
of access points as well as overall cost figures* 

Access point user support cost data are shown for the four ERIC 
products and services and the three types of access points in Table 7.11* 
This table does nop include overhead of the access points and other user 
support costs incurred by other. system participants. Both total costs, 
and average costs per Clearinghouse are indicated. From the table, we see 
average costs ranging from $794 for RIE support in academic access points to 
$5,842 for computer search support in other access points* By type of access 
point, the average support costs are highest for RIE in ERIC Clearinghouses 
and "the Facility; for documents in academic access points, and for searches in 
other access points* Overall, taking into account average costs and the number 
of access points T user support costs are greatest in academic access points. 
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Tabic 7,11, Average Annual User Support Labor Co&tc by ERIC. Category 
and Type of Access Point 

Type of Acccsb Point 



ERIC Academic Other All 

ERIC Clearing- Access Acccos Access 

Category houses & Points Points Points 

Facility 



RIE 

Total Annual User Support $96,202 . $1,242,658 $1,042,003 ^$2,380,863 
Number of Access Points 17 1,566 1,125 2,708 

Average Annual User Support $ 5,659 $ 794 $ 926 $ 879 



CUE f 



\ 



Total Annual User Support $32,277 $1,176,947 $ 437,375 $1,6j46,599 

Number of Access Points . 17 943 ^ 433 £,393 

Average Annual User Support $ 1,899 $ 1,248- '$ 1,010 $ W>182 

~ " 1 ; " " 

ERIC Documents , * 

i * 

Total-Annual User Support $67,933 $2,691,295 $ 585,635 $3,344^863 

\ ' 

* Number of Access Points 17 783 620 1,420 

Average Annual User Support $ 3,996 $ 3,437 % \ 945 $ . 2,356 



ERIC Computer Searctuis 

^ Total Annual User Support $60,905 '$1,175,504 $1,185,893 $2,422,302 

I Number of Access iPoints ,16 512 1 203 731 

\ Average Annual Uster Support $ 3,807 $ 2,296 $ 5,842" $ 3,314 

i I i , : 

SOURCE: King Research^, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener 

\ Survey, 19 8L 
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Ihe uurr support etmtii «;ifiuc 1 a ted with KT L In particular were uned 
tm the baj^iii lur a emuptm? r t ;*rd eont model developed a:i a demoni, tration . ThiB 
i:.* described in Appendix l\ Within the iial t*: itupuned by Che ampler; U!*ed to 
colJrct dntn for thtr* r-tudy, similar mwdu-tjj could In- constructed for other 
system component** and aj;tf related to reflect overall nyutetn coj.;ts* Thin would 
pro*. Lite greater flexibility In the tmaly;il:; of eorit*; at the detailed level 
and In the modelling of cooti* under alternate nfisumpt Ions » 
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SECTION 8 

HKCOMMKNDATl ONS VOR FURTHKR UKilKARCll AND ANALYSIS 

; 

The data preheated in thiu report have been of a primarily des- 
criptive nature* There are_n ^ub&lantlnl number of additional analyse*; which 
might bo conducted using these data. In addition* these data have suggested 
further research projects which might be conducted in the future* Some of 
the most significant of these are described below. 

1 The Relationship Between Print and Computerised Information Services 

RTE and CUE provide printed access to ERIC bibliographic data at 
nore than twice as many ERIC access points as provide online ERIC searching* 
Yet many of the ERIC "access points which provide online access to ERIC also 
subscribe to RIE and CUE*, Jhis suggests the hypothesis that online searching 
is not a perfect one-for* one replacement for printed blbl io graphic access. 
Vet, overall, online searching, of databases in general is increasing faster 
than subscriptions to printed abstracting and indexing publications. And some 
publishers are afraid chat the expansion of online searching threatens their 
printed subscription! base. 

The Access Polnr^creener Survey database contains data on both 
v online searching and R1E/CIJE usage volume, as well as user support cost data. 
Further analyses of. these data would allow the direct comparison of relative 
costs of online vs. manual searching* Such an analysis would be useful both 
for ERIC as well as providers of online antf printed bibliographic products in 
general. 

The Relationship Between Search Output ar.d User Satisfaction 

Part of the sample for the Requestor Population Survey consisted of 
T^cuestors who had received online ERIC searches. As part of their responses. 
Requestors estimated the nunber a:'!documents they ident-ified as well as the 
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proportion of thorn* retrieved which were relevant to the topic or title of 
their request. The.;;e tlafca provide an opportunity to investigate the rela- 
tionship between the composition of online search output ur> well m; uaer 
i;ati!i£iiction. Such an analysis would be significant because it would provide 
an opportunity to .investigate the development of online iienrching perf ormance 

Linking of 'Data for the Access P ^ oint Screcner Survey! Access Point 
Prima ry Survey^ and Requestor Population Survey 

These three surveys' data currently reside in three separate com- 
puterized files . All ' the ident if ication numbers for individual record© , how- 
ever, incorporate the same set of accecs point identification numbers, so it ■ 
is possible, for example, to link requestors from a particular access point 
with the entire Access' Point Screcner questionnaire* This provides the r^eans 
to address. the following types of questions: 

* What is the relationship between the number and types of 
information products provided by an access point to the 
number and type of products used by its users? 

* Is it yossible to subdivide requestor types by the geographic 
regionin which the access Points are located? 

* Is there a relationship between access points * funding sources 
and the type of requestors served? - 

* - 

Alternative methods for "tor^bining the files might be addressed; such 
as generating a single multi-dimensional database versus a single file (for 
example, using standard database management system software) composed only of 
a subset of responses iro:r. separate files, 

C^r.ncreri2ation of Cost Models 

The cost analyses presented earlier in this report are. based or, man- 
ual calculations involving r*eans ar.d totals generated fror, the Lucy's various 



data iiourcus. Vv. made, an initial attempt to computerize the calculation of 

Ik 

access point co:;tu related to Resources in^Education (RLE)- A computerization 
of this coiit. anaiyuifi offered substantial flexibility in simulating cotitc for 
various usage levels and acccM- point charac teric t ice . 

Wc abandoned these ^attempts when it became clear that the effort 
required to develop this computerized coot model would* be too extensive fciven 
the fact that the database had been developed using SPSS with survey analyois, 
rather than cost simulation, in mind. Appendix F describes the initial docu-* - 
mentation of this cost model. 

■Nevertheless, it is feasible, with appropriate programming resources, 
to develop and refine such models so that different levels and types of ERIC 
access point costs could be simulated. Such models would be useful planning 
and evaluation tools, and with appropriate refinement, might be useful as. 
management tools. 

v- 

Use of ERIC for Phy s ical Access by Administrators, Academics, and 
Consultants 

* * 

According to the Education Population Survey results, educational 
Administrators* Academics* and Consultants are more likely to use ERIC organi- 
zations for physical access to ERIC than are educational Practitioners, Why 
is this? Is it because it is to these populations to which ERIC has tradi- 
tionally directed its publicity or marketing efforts? Or is it because ERIC 
is perceived as having stronger professional links with Administrators, 
Academics, and Consultants than with Practitioners? 

4 

Comparison of the Time Spent Using Bibliographic Information with 
Ti^e Spent lj$ing Documents identified £ro:n the Bibliographic -Infor - 
- macion 

The provision or bibliographic information to users has associated 
vrith i - £ probability of - increasing total information search ti^ve (because a 
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anarch may reveal many documents Whose existence hod not, been expected) au 
well as a probability of decreasing total information search time (because 
irrelevant: document citations can be scanned and rejected before an effort 
is made to obtain their full text)* Time spent uninp, search output is 
included in the Requestor Population Survey as well as the number of docu- 
ments identlfled^and the number of documents determined to be relevant. One 
possible analysis would be to relate the time spent reading or examining the 
search with the number of documents identified or obtained, possibly sub- 
dividing by the purpose for which the information is dought and by relative 
satisfaction. 



Development of "Value 11 Indicators for Information Systems 

In economic theory, the willingness of people to pay for goods is 
sometimes used as a surrogate measure for estimating the value of those goods 

4 t 

in the economy . Usually this approach cannot be used in estimating the value 
of information services provided by public institutions since users seldom 
pay out. of their- oun pockets for the Information services thus obtained; this 
is supported by the results of the Requestor Population Survey. However; It 
is possible to use time spent reading as a surrogate for a lower bound estlmat 
of value, as has been done in our analysis of datr; from the Requestor Popula- 
tion Survey* Kumerous additional analysis opportunities exist for looking at 
thef;e data, Including: " * 

• The relationship between time spent using an "Information 
product or service and the users* satisfaction with that 
product* 4 . 

• The dependence of cime spent upon 'th^-purpose for which informs 
tion is sought, holding various other variables constant, such 
as requestor income and typ-- of product or service used* 

/ ■ * 
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'AttBGPP the feasibility of merfllnft remote access to ERIC documents 



y lth emerfiinR electronic library networks 



Computer systems such as OCLC were originally developed to provide 
remote iaput» modification, and access to shared library cataloging records, 
Puch systems arc now used by network members to transmit interlibrary loan 
requests^ for books and journals. To what extent might 'such systems already 
be used for transmitting interlibrary requests* for ERIC documents? And to 
what extent is it feasible to increase the use of such systems in the 
future for remote ordering of ERIC documents in microfiche and papercopy? 

Additional analysis of Requestor Population Survey 

The analysis of the Requestor Population Survey presented here has 
been primarily descriptive in nature, A significant number of additional^ 
analyr.es are possible* such as: 

y 

1* The analysis presented here has been done in terms of requests, 
not requestors. Through analysis of data on H tiple uses 
of ERIC and the reported times the sampled ERIC product or 
service had been used in ths past, it should be possible 
to make an estimate of the number of and type of requestors 
who use ERIC during the year, 

2. The profile of ERIC requestors given here is based primarily 
on classification by the two main variables used in the study: 
type 'of ERIC product^or service* and^type of access point.* 
It will also be possible to investigate the relationship, say, 
between type of employer and type of information sought in 
order to generate a more detailed picture of ERIC requests,, 
For r.ample, rfre people outside the academic community more 
likely to ^eeti information of a mare practical or" applied nature 
than those inside the academic community? And if so, how is 

this "interaction effect" related to overall satisfaction with 

0. 

rheir use of ERIC? 
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3, Satisfaction and individual evaluative attributes are 
measured in the Requestor questionnaire on an ordinal 
1-5 scale, and the! data provided here from these scales 
is displayed in terms of percente. More sophisticated 
analysis of theses variables, either by themselves or linked 
with variables sucH as intended use, would help describe 
ERTC's user population and might provide ERIC with information 
useful to product design and product planning. 

The Value of Bibliographic Publications and Services 
■ 1 1 

Data obtained in this sttidy allow the tracing of the chain from 
use of a bibliographic product/service to use of primary information. 
These data could be analyzed to explore the value of secondary products and 
services. Other means of identifying educational information jshould also 

is the time required to identify 
channels, compared with characteristics 



be studied. Of particular interest 
educational information via various 



of the results such as exhaustivity; timeliness > pertinancc md so on, 

1 - - 

Management Analysis 

This study involved derivation of unit cost data for a large 
number of operations performed by components of ERIC — that is, the Clear- 
inghouses, the Facility, EDRS, GPO and Oryx Press. These data provide 
a basis for comparing ERIC with other similar operations, and for assessing 
cost effectiveness. Some information was also obtained which would allow 
comparison among Clearinghouses for in-depth analysis of different activities • 
While this study has concentrated on developing estimates of overall "system" 
costs, these more discrete cost data (maintained J>y King Research in 
manual files) could help answer many more speci&ic internal management 
questions which N1E and ERIC isay generate. For example, we have not related 
costs occurring at individual access points tu the amount of usage occurring 
at'thcse indiv'i'ual access points; generating such data nnd displaying it. 
in terr.? of a distribution of unit costs (instead of interns of average costs 
as presentee in this report), would help ERIC to place its provision of 
services in the conteKt^of the entire spectrum of ERIC service providers. 



ERIC Referral and Other Services 

Because of the attention placed In this report to RIE, -CUE, ERIC 
documents, and ERIC searches, 'we have not analyzed some elements which are 
associated with more highly specialized Information providers. Such data 
Include: 



• ERIC Referral Services., 

• ERIC-based publications 

• income generated from siile of services 



i 



These data are available In the Access Point Screener Survey database 
for further analysis- 

How does ERIC compare with other Information systems ? 

Both In terms of cost and usage, ^ this study has concentrated on 
ERIC, Yet ERIC does not operate In isolation, even In the field of education. 
Many' other non-ERIC information products and services exist- To what 
extent does ERIC differ from other Information products and services in 
terms of attributes such as image, quality, ease of access, practicality, 
etc? On one level, this Is a typical "market research" problem, since 
knowing how ERIC is perceived will help in making decisions such as how to 
distribute it, how to train people to use it, etc. 

On a deeper level, however, there Is the question of the extent 
to which users need to understand the degree to which ERIC Is an interacting 
"family" of related products and services- Seine of the promotional 
brochures describing ERIC have presented a schematic diagram which outlines 
the flow of documents and abstracting and Indexing data through the system, * 
Has this helped potential users understa^ the intricacies of the system? And 
if so, has this understanding led to an increased satisfaction with ERIC's 
output? 
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Possibly the best way to answer these types of questions is to 
conduct research among educators and other potential users to measure not 
just the frequency with which ERIC and nonHERIC information sources are 
used but also the reasons for using these different information sources, 
and how they compare in terms of a variety of quantitative and non-quantita- 
tive attributes. Such a research study should focus not on information usage 

per se but upoji problem-solving or dacision-making situations which involve 
* r 

information as one of the resources used during problem-solving or decision*- 
making. 

* - 

Product Design Analysis 

Two questions in the Requestor Population Survey are particularly 
appropriate for aiding in the detffc^opraent of new ERIC products or services. 
One is the question concerning what orher non-ERIC information products 
or services were used. The otfier is the question of which other ERIC 
products or services were used. It may be possible to develop a "profile 1 * 
of ERIC requests, somewhat along the lines of the "overlap 1 * analysis of 
the Access Point Screener Survey data in which we estimated how many access 
points had RIE only, how many had RIE and CUE, how many had RiE and documents, 
and so on. We would then take these requests, subdivided by the combinations 
of various products and services used, and examine the. differences among 
the individual requestors generating the different types of requests. 
These differences might be in terms, for example, of the purpose for which 
information is sought, or, the differences might be explained in terms of 
demographic characteristics, such as employer type or* job function. 

The underlying goal of this analysis would be to identify patterns 
describing br explaining the different combinations of ERIC prbducrs or 
services used. Of particular interest Would be the identification of 
'characteristics of requestors of various combinations of primary and secondary 
i^fcr-ation products, since "succeeding generations csf information technology 
may provide for the efficient storage and retrieval of full-text documents - 
Analyzing the Requestor Population Survey results would help to identify the 
r.^rk£ts to which future information products or services night be addressed. . 

* is? 
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Investigate the sequential nature of E R IC usage 

We have shown that ERIC products and serviced are often used in 
combination with each other, e.g., R1E and CUE, RIE with documents, etc. 
One question which arises concerns the s equence in which ERIC and non-ERIC 
information sources are used, Traditional Chinking and user training 
suggest^ a secondary product-primary product sequence/ But since ERIC r 
eovers.^both "open 1 * literature as well as its own report literature, the 
sequence may actually be more complex than originally presumed. 

i 

Further analysis of the distribution patterns of ERIC documents 

.This study has shown that the bulk of "on-demand* 1 access to. ERIC 

microfiche and papercopy documents occurs via ERIC Access points. This 

appears t to Justify the very early ERIC decision to decentralize ERIC 

documents access through the mechanism of Standing Order Customers and local 

documents collections. We have not, however, performed a substantial 

analysis of the degree to which (a) ERIC access points ordfc^their documents ^ 

from non-£DRS sources, and (b) the degree to vhich ERIC access points- serve 

"non-local" users. It may be possible, with further .work, to classify 

access points in terms of their provision of service to local and non-local 

users ; such an analysis would help to gain more insight into the structure 

of the ERIC access point "system, M especially as it relates to the question 

of. the interaction between local service providers (such as, for example, 

school districts) and intermediate service providers (e.g., state dissemination 

agencies) , + v ^ 

* * 

. - ft 
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APPENDIX A 



Coi;t dcita collected for this project came from the variou;; cmrvcyti 
conducted and from other directed data collection tifforto. Data were collected 
vithln a general framework reflecting participants, products and services, and 
functions involved. Generally, data collection was done at a fairly detailed 
" levol vith analysin and presentation of results at & more aggregated level, 
The level of aggregation vas chosen to be responsive both to the overall goals 
of the study and needs of system participants to pxotect sensitive cost data. 

In order to identify cost data^ to ho collected by this* study,' all of 
the activities performed by system participants were considered. Each activity 
vas then classified by function and by product or service involved. As an 
activity vas considered, related evaluation measures vere also identified. 
Figure A,l contains a list of activities performed in the ERIC system, vith 
participant, function^, product/service category, and potential measures indi- 
cated. Detailed definitions of the labor and non~labor cos t factors assoc la ted 
vith each activity vere also developed. 

Figure a,1 is arranged by participant, since this is the easiest way 
to be exhaustive in a functional analysis of the system. For the most part, 
cost data were also collected on a participant basis. The various classifica- 
tions of each- activity in the Figure vere then used to organize the data by 
function, participant, and product and service. 

Figure A,l reflects the six functions used in costing: 
Generation ' * 

Reproduction and Distribution 
Acquisition and Processing 
User Support 

Identification and-Access 
Assimilation 

7r,ias"i^sior-, discussed earlier in the conceptual framevork for this 
3 the basis for the ERIC system, is a part of each function and also 
a? ,;r,^ interface between functional activities. Together, the six systeir, 
r.s r 1 ;s Transmission describe all the activities carried out by the 
participants creating, processing, and usirv? URIC products ir*c services> 
1 j ■ . ' 
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Part i*\IjV , ?L^ 
Unrunu'iU ^ruv Idi*rK 



Facility 



_ Activity 
Pruparat tnn of doCitmi-nt 

SuhralH.slan of document 
Act|u In It Ioiib 

Selection 

HIE Input 
CUE Input 

liner fiervlcefl products 



Question nnsworlnft 
User workshops 

Information analysis 
papers 

fextenaive hihllogra- 
phles 

Clearinghouse manage*" 
ment 

Systems maintenance 

and improvements 
Staff training 

Advisory Board 

Publicity and public 

relations 
Special projects 

Acquisition 

Resume 1 



Figure A . I 



FmiCt: Ion 



Product/Service 



Coftt: Mearcur* 1 ** 



Com* rntlon 

Cenerat Ion 

Acquisition and 
Processing 

Acqu Is It ton and 
Processing 

Cone rat ion 

Ceneratlon 

Ceneratlon^ Re- 
product ton and 
Distribution 

Ufifir Support 

User Support 

Generation^ Re* 
production ahd 
Distributipn 

Generation^ Re* 
production and 
> Distribution 

Overhead 

Overhead 
Overhead 
Overhead 
User Support 
Varies 

Reproduction and 
Distribution 

Reproduction and 
Distribution, 



Documents 

Documents 
All 

All 

RIE; searches 
CUE; searches 
Document a 



All 
All 

Documents 
Documents 



All 



Varies 
Documents 

R1E; CUE; 
searches 



Coot /report 

COflt/pHRt* 

Cost/report 
Cont/ report 

Cost/ report 

Co st/resumt? 
Coat/ resume 
Coat/product 



Cont/questlon 
Coot/workshop 
Cost/attettdee 
Cost/IAP 



Coat/hibllOff^phy 

Cost/tfeference 

Cost/eopy 

Cost /clearinghouse 

Cost/cleijringliouso 

Coat/staff person 
Cost /clearinghouse 
Cost/board member 
Cost/clearinghouse 
Cost/ clearinghouse 

Various 

Cost /document 

Coat/ resume 
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Part let pant 



Activity 




EDRS 



GPO 
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Data to file 
Tapes 

Publications 

Printing a^d duplica- 
tion 

Accessions to EDRS 

Computer system main- 
tenance 
Reference request pro- 
' cesaing 

Descriptor/ source code 
file maintenance 

Data base user services 

Special projects 

Other support activi- 
ties 

i» " 
Preparation of master 

* -,< 
Reproduction and ^dlstrl 

bution of standing 

order fiche v 
Reproduction and dlstrl 

but ion of on-demand 

fiche 

Reproduction and dlstrl 
bution of on-demand 
hard copy 

Order processing 

''Administration 

Reproduction and distri 

bution of RIE' . 
Orcjer processing 

Administration 




Function 


Product /Service 


Coflt Mcmmrea 


Reproduction and 


RIE; CUE; 


Coot/rcoumc 


Distribution- 


searches 


Coot /tape 


Reproduction and 


RIE; CUE; * 


Distribution 


searches 


Cost/record 


Reproduction and 


Documents 


CoPt/documcnt 


Distribution 






Reproduction and 


Documents 


Cost/document 


Distribution 




Cost /copy 


Reproduction and- 


Document s 


Cost/document 


Distribution 






Reproduction and 


RIE; CUE; 


None 


Distribution 


searches ' 


Cost/rdquest 


User Support 


All 


Generation 


RIE; CUE; 


Cost/item to file 




Searches 




User Support 


Searches- 


None 


Varies 


Varies 


Various 


Overhead 




None 



Reproduction and 
Distribution 

Reproduction and 
Distribution 

Reproduction and 
Distribution 

Reproduction and 
Distribution 

Reproduction and 

Distribution 
Overhead 

Reproduction and 
Distribution 

Reproduction and 
Distribution 

Overhead 



Documents 
Documents 

Documents 



Documents 
Document s 

RIE 
RIE 



Cost/document 
Cost/f iche 
Cost/report copy 
Cost /page copy 

Cost/report copy 
Cost/page copy 

Cost/report copy 
Cost/page copy 

Cost/order 
Cost/item ordered 
None 

Cost /subscript ion 
Cost/page copy 
Cost/order v 

None 



_ Pm i U: h«mt Activity 



Oryx Projsji * Reproduction nnd dintri- 

' butlou of CUE 

Abstracting and indexing 
Order processing 
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Administration 



SLntuling Order ' Ordering 

(HUSt-OmrtW 



Check-In and processing 
Maintenance (refiling) 
User support 
Reproduction 
Storage 

Promotion : 
Administration 



RIE Subscribers Ordering 



Check-in and processing 

Maintenance 

User support 

Reproduction 

Storage *" 

Promotion 
Administration 



Function 



Product/Service Cont M^aHuroH 



Reproduction and 


CUE 


CoHt/mibncrlpt: Ion 


Distribution 




Coet/p"age copy 


Gene rat Ion 


CUE I fir^nrrhpfl 


Cos t /rpRiittiG * ^ 


R^i>T*odiirf" loti smrl 

I^IkI' *■ UU\A^r l_ A Ull till 11 


CUE 


Cost/ order 


Distribution 






Ounirbf*/id 




No no „/ 


Acquisition and 


Documents 


Cost/^rder 


Processing 






Acquisition, and 


Documents 


Cost/SOG 


Processing 




Cost/S0C 


Acquisition and 


/ Documents 


Processing 


{ 


Cost/use 


User Support 


Documents 


Cost/ user 
Cost/use 


Reproduction and 1 


Documents 


Cost/copy 


rtlstr ibutlon 






Acquisition and 


Documents 


Cost/SOC 


Processing 




Cost /sue 


User Support 


Documents 


Overhead 




Cost/SOC 


Acquisition and ' 


,RIE 


Cost/subscriber 


Processing 






Acquisition and 


RIE 


Cos t / subsc r iber 


Processing 






Acquisition and 


RIE 


Cost/subscriber 


Processing 




Cost /use 


fctoti-^ Support 


RIE 


Cost/user f 




Cost /use 


Reproduction and 


RIE 


Cost /copy 


Distribution 




Cost/subsc^ber 


Acquisition and 


RIE 


Processing 




User Support 


RIE 


Cost/subscriber 


Overhead 




Cost /subscriber 



Activity _ 



> 



CUE Subscribers 



Search Services 



EDRS Demand Custo- 
mers 



Ordering 

Check-in and processing 

Maintenance * 

User support 

Reproduction 

Storage * 

Promotion. 
Administration 

User support 
Searcher training 
Promotion 
Administration 

Ordering 

Receipt* check-in and 

processing ^ 
Matntenance * . - ^ 



User support 
Reproduction 
Storage 



t ^ 



Promotion 
Administration 
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Function 



Product/Service 



Cost Measures 



Acquisition and 
Processing 

Acquisition and 
Processing 

Acquisition and 
Processing 

User Support 



Reproduction and 
Distribution 
^Acquisition and 
Processing 

User Support 

Overhead M 

User Support 
User Support 
User,. Support 
Overhead 

Acquisition and " 

Processing 
Acquisition and 

Processing * 
Acquisition and 

Processing 
User Support ^ 

Reproduction and 
Distribution 

Acquisition and 
Processing 

User Support 

Overhead 



CUE 
CUE 
CUE 
CUE 



CUE 
CUE 
CUE 

Searches 
Searches 
Searches 

Documents 
Documents 
Documents 
Documents 
Documents 
Documents 
Documents 



Cost /subscriber 
Cost/ subscriber 

CosV /aubocriber * 
Cost/use 
Cost/ user 
■ Cost/use 

Cost /copy 

Cost/ subscriber 

Gpst/feubscriber 
Cost/subscriber 

Cost/ search 
Cost/search 
Cost/ search service 
Cost/search service 

Cost/order 

Cost/document ordered 
Cost/document * 

Cost/document 
Cost /use 
Cost/ user , 
.Cost/use 
Cost/ copy 

Cost/'document 

Cost/ institution 
Cost/institution 
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Activity 



Data Base Processors 



Tape acquisition 
Tape processing" 
System development 
System maintenance 
Data bsse search 
User support 



> 

ON 



User 
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Promotion 

Administration , / 
Processing of document 
orders 

Acquisition and storage 
of: 

documents 

RIE 

CUB 

Identification of' snd 
access to: 

documents 
CUE 



searches 



Funet ion 



Product/Service 



Cost Measures 



Acquisition and 

Processing 
Reproduction and 

Distribution 
Reproduction and 

Distribution 
Reproduction and 
'* Distribution 
Reproduction and 

Distribution 
Ucer Support 



User Support 
Overhead * 
Reproduction and 
Distribution 



-Searches 
Searches 
Searches 
Searches 
Searches 
Searches 



Sesrches 

- c 

Documents 



Cofit/tape 

Cost/tape ' * 

Cost /processor 

Cost/processor 

Coat/search 

Cost/aser 
Cost/search 



Cost/processor 
Cost/processor' 
Cost/order 



Acquis it ion' and 
* Storafee 
Acqulslt ion and 

Storage 
Acquisition and 

Storage 



Documents 
RIE 
CUE 



Cost /document 

Cost/subscriber 

Cost/subscriber 



I dent ificat ion 


snd 


Document a 


Access 






Identification 


snd 


RIE 


, Access 






Ident if icat ion 


and 


CUE 


Access 






Id entif lestion 


aild 


Searchea 


Access 







Coat/uae 
Cost /use 
Cost/use 
Cost /use 



'00 



Part ic tpant 



Activity 



> 
i 



Assimilation of: 

, documents 
RIE 



CUE 

searches 
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Function 



Product/Service 



Coat Measures 



Assimilation 
Assimilation * 

Assimilation 

Assimilation 



Documents 
RIE ) 

CUE 

Searches 



Cost /use < 
Cost/use - j 
Cost/Accdstiod -document 
Cost /use 

Cost/accessed " document 
Cost/ use 

Cost/accessed document > 
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Produces and services* considered arc RIE, CUE, computer searches, * 
and documents. The latter includes ERIC reports and also bibliographies, 
information analysis products and other publications produced by ERIC and 
ERIC access points. Reference service is not included directly as a h product/ 
service category but is considered as a user support activity associate^ with 
each of the categories of documents, RIE, CUE and searchek. ' 

/ 

ft - 

Participants indicated include document providers, all the groups 
involved in processing ERIC products and services, a number of Intermediaries, 
and ^sers. Intermediaries included are standing order customers, EDRS demand 
customers, RIE subscribers, CUE subscribers, data base processors, and search 
services. For the cost analysis these were treated as conceptually different 
entities; in reality, of 1 ^ cburse, there is significant Overlap. The treatment 
of costs in a particular, institution associated with more than one ERIC product 
or service requires a means of allocating these costs. The allocation approach 
taken for specific participants is discussed under each participant below. 

\ ■ \ . . 

/Activities covered in Figure A.l are at differing levels of detail, 
depending on the perceived importance of that activity in cost analysis and on 
a knowledge of the available data. The major focus was on deriving general 
results for analysis. Within the framework established, more detailed activi~ 
ties could be defined and modeller! for various special purpose analyses, 

Activities identified were generally clearly associated with one or 
more functions and one or more products/services; Perhaps the hardest distinc- 
tions to make are in the area of searching, where activities of the data base 
processor can either be considered as Acquisition and Processing of an existing 
product, an ERIC tape, or as Reproduction and Distribution of a new product, a 
searchable system. The latter philosophy was adopted in this case. 

fn the^area of user supporV, activities such as question answering, 
reference, and promotion were assume^ to be associated with the four product/ 
service categories. In practice the distinction was not so clear, and was diffi~ 
cult tc quantify. Some allocation of these costs were made on the basis of level 

of use* ' 



\ 

A-8 \ 



203 



A.l „ Cost Da ta Collection' Methods 

A mix of methods was used to acquire the necessary coot data. In 
the simplest case, data already existed in a suitable form; for example, some 
Clearinghouse-related costs were taken directly from performance category 
budget sheets^ Data on these sheets also illustrate an added step required 
for some data collection. This step is development of an allocation method, 
or a way in which to differentiate, say, IAP costs between the Generation and 
the Reproduction and Distribution functions. Allocation methods were some* 
timis , developed from a sample of case& or expressed in terms of relationship 
to some known data item, such as volume of activity. In other cases, such £s 
allocation, of overhead costs across various activities, the costs were spread 
in proportion to other costs. I 
* \ ■ - ; 

In some cases, data items were not identifiable for the whole uni- 
verse but came from a sample survey. Some activity costs and many cost com- 
ponents contributing to activity costs came from the surveys described else- 
where in this report and other ^surveys performed. The Access Point Surveys 
and Requestor Population- Survey in particular provided invaluable data on 
levels of various activities. On-site surveys of Clearinghouses, access 
points,, and data base processors were also performed. 

Costs in several areas carina from models, either refinements of 
models used in the past or newly developed models. An example of this is the 
modelling of EDRS costs, with *costs defiaed in teniiS *>f the volume of activity 

and the processes used. Steps followed in modelling include: 

\ 

a, observation of the processes used, 

b. collection of volume data, 

c* development of a hypothetical model, ' * 

d. validation ^ the model. 
In this case, validation took the form of comparing model results with esti- 
mated sales. Models were required to develop costs in a number of areas. 

.Data required and methods used in developing data for each partici- 
pant are summarized in the following section. 
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A. 2 * Cost Dnta Collection by Participant ' 
Document Providers 

Activity data required; Preparation of documents 

Submission of documents 

Other data required: Source of funds 

D^rta sources: RIE analysis, Educational salary data 

The contribution of document providers to the ERIC System is in the 
authorship of reports. Activities performed involve only the Generation func- 
tion and only ERIC-distributed reports, a subdivision of the product/service 
category of documents. The major cost elements involved in the activities of 
preparation and submission of documents are associated with the labor of 
professional and support personnel in writing, typing, proofing, and so on* 
^onlabor costs, such as for paper, postage, and equipment , can be considered 
as part of institutional overhead, and will be included in the costs as such* 
■* 

-Time spent by' document providers was estimated at 100 hours plus 

40 support hours per report, based ,on data about information analysis product 

f 

authors and scientific and technical report authors . To determine 
author demographics and funding sources, a sample of RIE records was taken and 
authors listed were coded by affiliation, sex, and funding source (federal or 
non-Federal). Results are. shown in Table A.l* 

Salary data for educators and researchers were taken from The Condi- 
tion of Educatio n and Statistical Abstracts using the affiliation categories 
shovn in Table A,l. Annual salaries were converted to hourly, assuming a 1500 
hcur year for educators and & 2080 hour year for researchers* Salaries were 
combined according to the proportions identified for report authors, with the 
resulting average of S12 per hour. Support salaries were taken as $5 per hour 
:rr a total por document cost of SliQO, 




t 
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Table A.l. Distribution of Authors of RIE Documents 



aii ilia t ion 


> 

Number 


Percent 


Percent 
Female 


Percent 
Federally 
Funded 


university 




1 o 

lo 


0/ 


35 


College 


0 


3 




17 


Community College 


3 


1 


33 


33 


State level 


24 


10 


46 




School district ' 


8 


3 


50 




Clearinghouse or Federal agency 


14 


6 


40 


100 


Other 


41 


17 


27 


,29 


Not indicated 


96 


41 


39 


5 


Total 


235 


100% 


36% 


20% 



SOURCE: RIE Author Analysis, King Research, Inc. 
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Clearinghouses 



Activity data required: 



Other data required: 



Data sources : 



Acquisitions 
Selection 
RIE Input 
CUE Input 

User services /products 

Question answering 

User workshops 

Information analysis papers 

Extensive bibliographies 

Clearinghouse management 

Systems maintenance and improvement 

Staff graining 

Advisory board 

Publicity and public relations 
Special projects 

Sources of funds 
Basis for allocations 

Performance Category Budget Sheets 
Clearinghouse visits 
Access Point Survey 



Clearinghouse activities involve all of the ERIC products/services 
and the Generation,- Reproduction and Distribution, Acquisition and Processing, 
and User Support functions. They thus perform as formal components of the 
ERIC system itself as well as access points. The main sources of data on 
Clearinghouse costs were Performance Category Budget sheets, NIE consolidated 
Clearinghouse data, Access Point Screener responses, and on-site visits with 
four Clearinghouses, The four Clearinghouses visited included the Clearing- 
house on Reading and Communication Skills, the Clearinghouse on Elementary and 
Secondary Education, the Clearinghouse on Information Resources, and the 
Clearinghouse on Urban Information. 



Performance, Category Budget sheets give actual and proposed costs 
b£ the activity categories indicated. When one of these activities involved 
a single function and a single product/service, the associated cost was used 
directly. Otherwise, an allocation method was determined. Several Clearinghouse 
activities (user service products, information analysis papers, and extensive* 
bibliographies) involve both the Generation and the Reproduction and Distribution 
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functions. A breakdown of these activity costs by function was obtained from 
the Clearinghouse. The second allocation problem concerns RIE and CUE input, 
and the way in which these coats are" allocated between RIE and CUE and 
searches of the ERIC data base. This 1 was the basis of relative use of the two 
means of access to 'the secondary information, with each computer search 
assumed to involve both RIE and CUE records* 

- A number of Clearinghouse activities (management, systems maintenance 
and improvements, staff, training, and advisory board) relate somewhat generally 
to all functions performed and all products/services involved. These were 
considered as overhead items, to be allocated to particular functions and 
products/services in proportion to other cost assignments. Promotional activi- 
ties of the Clearinghouses were similarly treated. As appropriate, special 
product activities were treated as an overhead, excluded from analysis, and/ot 
assigned to specific function and product/service groups. 

Three of four Clearinghouses visited supplied sufficient data on 
labor, direct costs, and overhead (indirect costs) to determine a percentage 
distribution of total line item costs (i,e. RIE input, CUE input, etc.) in 
labor, direct, and indirect categories. These percentages were applied to the 
Clearinghouse total. Administrative *costs are the summation of PCB line 
items* for Clearinghouse management, advisory board, systems maintenance, public 
relations and staff training. 

The second step was to allocate the £CB^ line* items to the designated 
functions; Generation, Acquisition and Processing for generation. Acquisition 
and Processing 'for use, User Support and Administrative. The relationship 
between PCB line items and ERIC functions is shown in Figure A. 

V 

The data base building activities acquisition and selection include 
costs incurred in tjje receipt (both solicited and unsolicited^, review, and 
selection of documents. Distribution of these costs is across RIE, documents, 
and searching; with one-halt to acquisition and processing for generation of 
documents, and the remaining half distributed between RIE and searching 
according to use. 
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Figure Ap2p Relationship between Clearinghouse PCB Items and ERIC Functions 



^CB Line Item 



ERIC Functions 



Acquisitions - RIE 

Selections ^ RIE 

RIE Input \ 

CUE Input \ 

User Service products 

Information Analysis 
Products and Extensive 
Bibliographies 

Question Answering 

Workshops ^ 

Clearinghouse Management 

System Maintenance 

Staff Training 

Advisory Boards 

Publicity/Public Relations 



Acquisition and Processing (RIE and Search) 
Acquisition and Processing' (RIE and Search) 
Generation (RIE and Search) 
Generation (CUE and Search) 
Other 

Generation (documents) 

Reporductlon and Distribution (documents) 

User Support (all products/services) 

Other 

Overhead 

Overhead 

Overhead 

Overhead 

Overhead 
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Acquisition and processing for use covers costs incurred by access 

i. 

points for ordering, claiming, receiving, checking In and shelving rxe and 
CUE and ERIC documents* The Clearinghouses* responses to the Screener pro- 
vided the number of subscriptions held to ^qch Index and whether or not the 
Clearinghouses were Standing Order Customers. The costs of acquisition and 
processing of searching capability Is the labor related to and direct computer 
costs of buying and processing RIE and CUE tapes for batch processing. Two 
Clearinghouses Indicated that their own staff run batch searches on the cpm- 
puter Indicating the acquisition and processing costs are incurred by the 
Clearinghouse 

/ . 1 

\ User support data were collected for Clearinghouses via the Access 

Point Screener Survey. The costs indicated for User Support related to RIE, 
CUE ,\ Documents, and Searching do not however cover the entire realm of 
Support costs. The PCB line items break down User Service Products, Workshops, 
and Question Answering. These costs are distributed among the products by 
the proportion of user support costs attributed to each. 

Results of the Clearinghouse data collection and analysis activities 
are shown in Table A. 2* x 

■ " 1 

The -ERIC Facility 

Activity data required: Acquisition 

Resumes 
tData to file 
Tapes 

J v * Publications 

^Printing and duplication 
Accessions to EDRS 
Computer system maintenance 
* " Reference request processing 

Descriptor/source codes ^file maintenance 

Special projects 

Other support activities 

Other data required: Allocation data 

Data source: Facility ^ 
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Table A. 2. Clearinghouse Cost Breakdown, 1979 
(Thousands of Dollars) 





1 


RIE 


CUE 


Search 


Documents 


Total 


Generation 




$ 631 


$ 311 


$ 


216 


$ 514 


$1,672 


Reproduction aiid Distribution 










506 


506 


Acquisition for\ Generation f 


226 






53 


280 ■ 


559 


Acquisition forlUse 


2 


1 




. 4 


2 


9 


User Support 




520 


174 




330 


367 


1,391 


Total j 




$1,379 


$ 486 


$ 


603 v 


$1,669 


$4,137 




\ 
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Facility activities primarily involve the Reproduction and Distri- 
bution function, although Generation and User Support are also performed. 
Aspects of all four product/service categories are addressed by Facility acti^ 
vities as well. A general problem in determining Facility costs according to 
our scheme has been addressed earlier, i.e, the difficulty of allocating data 
base production costs between RIE and CUE and computer searches* 

^ A functional breakdown of costs is prepared by the Facility in a 
monthly unit cost report and was the source of: data incorporated in the overall 
costs* The categories used in this report provided the basis for our identifi- 
cation of Clearinghouse activities, and for the most part were appropriate for 
aggregation by function and product/service category. 



EDRS 



Activity data required: Preparation of masters 

Reproduction and distribution of standing 
♦ order fiche 

Reproduction and distribution of on-demand 
fiche . * i 

Reproduction and distribution of on-demand 
hardcopy 

Order processing 

Administration 



Other data required; Income 



Data sources: EDRS interview 

Cost model 



EDRS activities involve the Reproduction and Distribution function 
and the document product/service category* Data on costs were not directly , t 
available from EDRS*. The functions performed, however, were Modelled and 
cost estimates developed based on a knowledge of the volume of reports 
processed* Volume data was obtained from EDRS- One aspect of model verifica- 
tion was a comparison of results with estimated EDRS sales. 
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Volume data obtained for EDRS Included number of masters prepared; 
titles, pages and fiche reproduced; standing order copies; on demand fiche 
and paper copier; and number of orders. These were combined with unit costs 
for the activities indicated above to develop overall costs. 



GPO 



Activity data required: 



Reproduction and distribution of R1E 

Order processing 

Administration 



Other data required: 



Income 



Data sources: 



GPO interview 
Cost model 



GPO activities involve the Reproduction and Distribution function 
and RIE. Sources of data on GPO costs were discussions with GPO and models 
of the publication process used previously by KRI. Printing and binding costs 
for GPO were expressed as a function of. number of issues per year, number of 
pages, and size of print run. Also modelled were the costs of mailing, sub- 
scription maintenance, and overhead. Sources of funds for GPO activities 
involving ERIC are ERIC Itself, subscribers, and a general Federal contribu- 
tion. The first two will be ascertained and the third estimated based on our 
estimate of total cbsts. ' * * 

Oryx Press 



Activity data required: 



Other data required ; 



Reproduction. and distribution of CUE 

Abstracting and indexing 

Order processing 

Promotion 1 

Adminis tration f 



Income 



0 



Data sources: 



Oryx Press interview 
Co£t model 
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Oryx Press activities involve the Reproduction and Distribution 
function Mid CIJE. They also do some abstracting and indexing (Generation 
function* CUE and ERIC searches). Costs for Oryx were estimated using the 
same procedures as for GPO, that is, discussions with Oryx about the volume 
of activity and the type of processing performed coinbined with use of pre- 
viously developed models. 

Access Points 

Activity data required: Ordering 

Check-in and processing 
Maintenance 
User support 
Searcher training 
Reproduction i 
Storage / 
Administration 
* Promotion 

Other data required: Income 

Data sources: Access Point Survey 

Access Point interviews 

The intermediaries covered include RIE and CIJE subscribers, SOC's 
and EDRS demand customers, and search services. Categorization in this way is 
equivalent to a grouping by product and has been used in sampling for the 
Access Point Survey* Cost data on intermediaries was obtained frcjm the Access 

if 

Point Survey and frop a smaller, in-depth survey of selected access points* 
The Access Point Screener Survey collected staff costs associated with user 
support; other cost data were collected by contacts with the selected access 
points* 

Access Points visited included the Kentucky State Department of 
Education* the'University of Kentucky Teachers College Library, George Washing- 
ton University, Cornell University, Coluinbia University Teachers College, arid 
the Board of Cooperative Education Services, Each visit consisted of a review 
of Access- Point Screener information and more detailed discussions of * 
activities and costs according to the functions performed and products and 
services used* 



Functions performed by the access points Include Reproduction and 
Distribution, Acquisition hnd Processing, and User Support* In the list of 
activities, reproduction falls under the Reproduction and Distribution func- 
tion; ordering, check-In and processing, maintenance, and storage under the 
Acquisition and Processing function; and user support, searcher training and 
promotion under the User Support function* Administrative costs are an 
overhead Item* 

Ordering, check-In and processing, maintenance and atorage costs 
are dependent primarily on the volume and types of ERIC materials held* Unit 

costs were estimated from a small sample of access points and related to data 

* I 
on holdings overall. j 

\ 

User support costs were estimated by the Intermediaries In the 
Access Point Screener Survey* Allocations of total user support by the access 
point to documents, RIE, CUE and searches were then made on the basis of use*. 
Promotional and training activities were indicated in the survey responses, \ 
with the in-depth access P 0 *^ study used to estimate associated costs* Over- 
head Items at the access points associated with ERIC were also estimated based 
on the in-depth study* 

Data Base Processors 



Activity data required j 



Other data required: 



Data sources: 



Tape acquisition 
Tape processing > 
System development 
System maintenance 
Data base search 
User* support 
Admlnls tratlon 

Processing of document orders 
Promotion 

Income 

Access Point visits 
Access Point Survey 
Cost model * % 
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Data base processors are organizations which purchase ERIC tapes, 
process them, and search them for either Internal or external users, , Acti- 
vities they perform Involve the functions of Reproduction and Distribution, 
Acquisition and Processing, and User Support, and primarily the product/ ^ 
service category of ERIC searches. Some data base processors also transmit^ 
orders for documents to an appropriate source; activity involves the 

^document product/service category. 

The Access Point Survey was used to identify the volume of searching 
performed by the processors of ERIC tapes P Results indicated nearly 
200,000 searches via 22 batch and six online processors. 

Costs associated with the given volume of processing vere estimated 
using models of internal and commercial operations, with Some data coming 
from interviews with the Madison Academic Computing Center, the Mechanized 
Information Center of Ohio State University, and the Computer Based Informa- 

tioh Center an<J the Knowledge Availability Information Service at the Unlver-* 

0 

sity of Pittsburgh. Costs estimated could not be apportioned between the 
functions involved and thus were included in total in Reproduction and Dis- 
tribution, The average per search costs, exclusive of user support activities 
at. the access points, were taken as $5.90 for batch searches and $11.50 for 
online searches P 



Users 



/ 



Activity data required: Acquisition 

/Identification and access 
/Assimilation 



Other data required: / \ Salaries 



Data sources ; 



Requestor Survey 



The major source of data, on ERIC usage came from the Requestor 
Survey, yhich provided information on time spent with ERIC products/services 
and on salaries. Average salaries were derived for u&ers of each of the four 
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ERIC products or services* and the median time associated with use was 
determined. These data were 1 then combined with data on the number of uses 
of each product or service. 

Identification and access time was calculated at 10 minutes, on 
the average, for RIE, CUE, and document- use and 20 minutes for computer 
searches. These times were then! combined with salary and volume of usag^ 
information to determine Identification and access costs. Acquisition costs 
include! the costs of unassisted*^ iche' to paper copying by users and of order- 
ing time associated with direct ordeifs to EDRS. 4 
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APPENDIX B 
ACCESS l POINT SCJREENER SURVEY 



B,l Sample Development - - 

• Tabic B.l displays the identity of lists uteed to generate the sample 
of organizations for the Access Point Screener Survey. For RIE and CUE sub- 
scribers, we made an initial estimate of the number of separate organizational 
^units which received these publications. For example, if two separate libraries 
on a university campus each received RIE, they were counted separately since 
we assumed that they were managed separately. Please'note that, the numbers" 
of subscribers ."is less than the number of subscriptions since some subscribers , 
receive more than one subscription. 

The most "uncertain" number on the list, "EDRS : Customers", was ^ 
based on an estimate derived from hand-counting order forms supplied to King 
Research by EDRS. We excluded orders from individuals in this count, and included 
,<pnly counts of libraries and other organizational entities, our goal being to - 
capture a pool of potential ERIC access points which migjtt not have been covered 
in the other lists. ' ♦ / - ■ 

In addiiton, we 'cross-compared samples among all of these lists and ; 7 
the following additional lists: * r" 

Information Resources for Education, First Edition . Columbus, Ohio: 
ERIC Clearinghouse on Career Education CERIC ED 149 192). <^ > 

Dissemination Networks: Information Resources for -Education . Sah ^ 
Francisco: Far West Laboratory for Educapiocal Research and' Develop- 
' ment, 1978. ; r , ' ■ - 

Private Organizations and Associations: Information Resources for 1 - * 
Education . Arlington, Virginia: Consortium of Associations for 
Educational Dissemination. Aug. J.978. ^ J, * 5 : ^ 

* 1 Databases and Clearinghouses': Information Resources for. Education . 
Columbus, Ohio: The National Center for Vocational Education. 

- ..■ ' ' ■ . . * * ■■ 

% T e examinee thes^e lists in detail, to see if their inclusion as additional sampling 
frames vo^ic help identify additional ERIC access points 'not picked up by the 
lists described in J able 3.1. As it turned out, their overlap with the>Table B.l 
■lists vas so great that we decided* against including them as additional sample 
f ranes , s _ 
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Table \\A IAlzb Used to Generate the Sample 

of LRK; Access Points in the U.S. 
0;u:nbcr:; Include ERIC Clearinghouses £< Facility) 



Li-it 


on List 


KIE Subscribers* 


3,017 


*> 

CUE Subscribers' 


1,391 


3 

ER1C t Search Services 


298 


i* 

ERIC Microfiche Collections 


624 


Deposit Account Customers 


261 


cDRS Customers^ 


4,400 



Source: Kin& Research, ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener Survey, 
List published by ERIC ia December, 1979 . 

Printout generated December 1979 by ORYX Press, publisher of CUE, includes 
subscribers to CUE semi-annual edition. 

List published by ERIC in November, 1978. 

List published by ERIC in September, 1978. 

^Supplied by- ECUS, current as of January, 19 79 . 

'tstiiaate based on hand tabulation of all EDRS demand order forms received 
during 1978, This number is an estimate of the number of different U.S, 
organizations vhich submitted orders for ERIC documents to EDRS In 1978. 
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B . 2 Sample Size and Survey Response " tffe. 

Table B.2 displays the actual numbers for the survey , . showing how 
many organizations were sampled from each list. The ERIC Clearinghouses and 
the ERIC Facility were all included "with certainty 1 *, i,o. they were not 
sampled. The remaining sample was distributed fairly evenly among RIE sub- 
scribers, CIJE subscribers, known ERIC search services, and "ERIC document" 
organizations. .This latter group* by far the most complex, was subdivided into 
known ERIC fiche collections, organizations known to have deposit collections 
with EDRS, and known EDRS customers. The latter two categories were included 
as small components of the mail-out since we did hot know what to expect con- 
cerning their current status. as ERIC access points. 

The column headings on Table B*2 have the following meanings: 

"Mail-out sample size" Number mailed out initially in November 1980. 

"No, of questionnaires' re-mailed" Some organizations, whei/we con- 
ducted our telephone and mail follow-ups, reported not receiving a 
questionnaire. This column is the number of questionnaires re-mailed. 
We concentrated telephone follow-ups on the RIE and CUE categories 
since the addresses from these lists were the briefest, usually not 
containing departmental designations for large organizations such as 
academic ins titutions . 

"No. of analyzed responses" This is the number of questionnaires 

returned in time and complete enough to be keypunched. 

"No. received after cut-off 11 — -These are questionnaires returned too 
late to be included in the computer data base.- 

"|tef asals"* "These are the organizations which refused to respond. 

"Not qualified" The usual reason for this statement was that ERIC 

was not used or received. Additional reason: subscriber was an 
individual, not an organization. 

"Undeliverable"- "]jte turned by Postal Service as undeliverable* 

"No longer exists"™Example: organizations whose funding had been 
discontinued or which had been merged into another department. 

"Other, no response"- — All other non-respondents. 

When gross response rates are calculated using the number mailed out and the 
actual number keypunched, they range from a high of 100% for the Clearinghouses 
the Facility to a low of 29% for EDRS deposit accounts . This is an overall 
response rate of 50% * 
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' Tabic 1L2 .Comparison Between Sample Size and Survey Rcsponflc 

Hall- Ntj> oE No. Re- " 

out Question- No. of ccived Undc- No Other, 

Sample nolrcs Analyzed After "Not 1 livcrabic Longer No 

I J nt Sizn Rc-mollcd Responses Cut-off Refusals Qualified" (moved, etc.) Exiatfl R anponao 



Klilc C 1 iNir i iif.hoiifsi'S ft i'ycility 


17 




17 














Kl V. Suhsrr Ihi'V!! 


250 


100 


139 


3 


16 


. 18 


2 


2 


70 


CI IK Stilt.ji-i lln tii 


250 


88 


127 


7 


27 


5 


1 


1 


82 


l.l!IC. Sr.'irch SorvLcc-s 


248 


10 


136 


1 


2 


4 


7 


1 


97 


EMC FLcUc Collections 


187 


6 


88 


10 


2 




3 


1 


83 


Deposit Accounts 


45 


1 


13 






1 




1 


; 30 


KDRS Customers 


66 




21 




1 


3 " 


1 




40 


TOTAL 


1,063^ 


205 


541 


21 


48 


31 


14 


6 


402 



Source : Kln£ 



5 Ret^fc 



arclu Inc. ERIC Coat and Usage Study, 1981, 



1 " ■ — 

Usual reason for respondent to classify self as "not qualified"; Does not use or subscribe to ERIC, 

■ 
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Description of the Population Surveyed 



In order to estimate the number of ERIC "Access Points" in the U.S., 
we needed to Cl) validate our initial estimates of list sizes, and (2) measure 
the amount of actual overlap among the different lists used for sampling so 
that an actual count of unique organizations could be made. 

Table B.3 displays what respondents from each list stated about their 
status in terms of the composition of the original list* This table should be 
read as follows: 

M 0f the 139 respondents sampled from the RIE subscriber list, 95.7 
perceniT~report currently subscribing to RIE; 43*2 percent of the 139 respondents 
sampled from the RIE subscriber list report subscribing to CUE", and so on* 
An interesting finding displayed on this table is that only 42*9 percent of the 
21 respondents sampled from the 1978 EDRS Customer file report having ordered 
a document from EDRS during the past twelve months. This suggests that there 
may be a substantial number of "non-repeat" customers ordering from EDRS. 

Table B*4 displays our original estimate of v the individual list sizes 
along with the revised numbers, these revised numbers being the result of a 
series ot calculations used to estimate the number of unique organizations in 
the populations surveyed* Based on the information supplied to us by respondents, 
we see, for example, that the actual number of unique organizations subscribing 
to RIE was approximately 89 percent of our original estimate* This difference 
may be due to a variety of factors, including possibly cancellations since the 
publication of the RIE subscriber list in December 1979; reporting by some 
multiple organizational units as one organizational 'unit , as when several 
university departments report together; and possible shifts or increases in the 
RIE subscriber population since the compilation of the lists used in sample 
development * 

On the other hand, the number of organizations whichHFeport having 
conducted or made arrangements for online or batch ERIC searches is approximately 
140 percent greater than our original estimate of 298. This is not surprising, 
and is obviously due partially to *the admittedly restricted coverage of the 
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Table B.3 Coverage of ERIC Products and Services by Different Lists 





Number 




Percent of Survey Respondents which: 


Sample 
Source 
List 


of 
Survey 
Respon- 
dents 1 


Sub- 
scribe 
to 
RIE 


Sub- 
scribe 
tp 
CUE 


Per- 
form 
ERIC 
Sear ches 


Maintain 
Flche 
Collec- 
tions 


Have 

EDRS 
Deposit 
Accounts 


Have 
Ordered 
Documents 
from EDRS 


RIE Subscribers 


139 


95.7 


43 . 2 


21.6 


42.4 


7.2 


' 25.9 


CUE Subscribers 


127 


86.6 


98.4 


41.7 


55.9 


9.4 , 


22.8 


ERIC Search Services 


136 


83.8 


74.3 


95.6 


66.9 


13.2 


34.6 


ERIC Microfiche Collections 


88 


97.7 


87.5 


53.4 


97.7 


19.3 


27.3 


Deposit Account Customers 


13 


76.9 


76.9 


76.9 


53.8 


100.0 


53.8 


EDRS Customers 


21 


76.2 


. 33.3 


38.1 


38.1 


4.8 


42\9 


Total 


524 , 


89.5 


72.5 


53.1 


61.5 


13.5 


29.0 



Source: King Research* Inc- t ERIC Cost and Usage Study* Access Point Screener Survey, 1981. 



Excludes ERIC Clearinghouses and ERIC Facility. 
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Table B.4 Estimate of Total Population of U*S. Organizations 
Surveyed, With and Without Overlap Removed 
(Counts Exclude ERIC Clearinghouses & ERIC Facility) 



Number 



Category 


Original 1 


2 ■ 

Revised 


RXE Subscribers 


3,017 1 


2,691 


CUE Subscribers 


1,394 


1,376 


ERIC Search Services 


298 


715 


ERIC Microfiche Collections 


624. 


1,110 


Deposit Account Customers 


261 


199 


EDRS Customers 


4,400 


1,751 


Total Without Overlap Removed 
Total With Overlap Removed 


9,994 
6,555 


7,842 
3,948 3 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc. ERIC Cost and Usage Study, 1981, Access Point 
Screener Survey, 1981. 

/ 

i : 1 

Estimate made before Access Points Screener Survey was conducted. 

Estimate based on responses received to Access Points Screener Survey/ 
3 - 

This number is grerter than the actual number of ERIC access points, 3,269 (see 
text of report for analysis of access points), 

t 

4 
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original 1978 list used for sampling, the possible increase in online search- 

■* 

ing, and the broader definition used in the Screener survey. 

, J 

, Also, it is interesting to n&te the larger number of microfiche 
collections in the revised estimate over the, original estimate, due most likely 
to a more general definition of an ERIC microfiche collection used in the 
Screener survey. ^ 1 

Finally, we' note that , of the 4,400 organizations which ordered 
documents from EDRS in 1978, our finkl estimate of the actual number of unique 
organizations in this population which actually reported having ordered from 
EDRS during the past twelve months was 1,751. 

Based on these calculations and upon the actual responses of the ' 
survey organizations, we estimate that the population of unique U.S. organiza-. 
tions covered by our survey was actually 3,948, which is substantially smaller'* 
than the 6,555 originally estimated from our cross-checking of sampled organic 
- za tions among the various lists. This "shrinkage" is due primarily to a 
substantially greater amount of "overlap" being reported by survey respondents 
than originally anticipated., Further shrinkage occurs when only organizations 
which provide access to ERIC products and services are considered; when this 
is done, we estimate that there were 3,269 ERIC "access points" in the U.S. in 
1980- 



B . 4 Access Pp-xrvt^ Screener Questionnaire 

The following is the basic questionnaire used in the Access Point. 
Screener Survey. * The one illustrated is the one sent to known CUE subscribers 
The following section illustrates the Separate versions of Section 8 (hours 
devoted to user support) also used in the survey* 

\ 
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Form Approved 
FEDAC No. S-192 
Approval Expire*: April 
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ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY 
ACCESS'POINT SCREENER SURVEY 

THIS IS A SURVEY OF ORGANIZATIONS WHICH PROVIDE ACCESS TO THE PRODUCTS AND SERVICES 
PRODUCED AND SUPPLIED BY THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC). TO QUALIFY 
FOR PARTICIPATION IN THIS SURVEY. YOUR ORGANIZATION SHOULD CURRENTLY DO ONE OR MORE OF THE 
FOLLOWING: - 

1. Subscribe to Resources in Education (RIE).. which is published lor ERIC by the Government 
Printing Office (GPO). 

. 2. Subscribe to Current Index to Journals In Education (CUE published for ERIC by Oryx 
Press. 

3. Conduct — or make arrangements for conducting — computerized searches ot the 
URIC bibliographic database (either batch or on-line). 

4. Maintain a collection ot ERIC documents in either microfiche or papercopy format. 

5. Provide assistance to Individuals or organizations in using or obtaining any ERIC . . 
products or services. 

BY "YOUR ORGANIZATION" WE MEAN THE ORGANISATIONAL UNIT OR DEPARTMENT AT THE FOLLOWING 
ADDRESS WHICH IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTAINING AND/OR PROVIDING ACCESS TO ONE OR MORE OF 
THE ABOVE ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES: 



IF THE ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT OR DEPARTMENT NAMED ON THE LABEL IS NOT THE LOCATION AT THIS AO- 
DRESS WHICH MAINTAINS OR PROVIDES ACCESS TO ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES, PLEASE FORWARD " 
THIS QUESTIONNAIRE AND ITS ACCOMPANYING MATERIALS TO THE APPROPRIATE LOCATIQN. 

IF THIS ADDRESS IS INCORRECT OR INCOMPLETE, PLEASE SUPPLY THE CORRECT NAME AND ADDRESS 
BELOW; 



ERJC 



Agency Affiliation: 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION 
KING RESEARCH. 'INC, 



/ 



This report is authorized by legislation (20 USC 
122(e). While you are not required to respond, 
your cooperation is needed to make the results 
of the survey occurate and timely- ' » 

NOTE; 



It it King Research's policy not lo reveal the names and addresses 
ot jtudV paniciponts to anyone other man lis own itaft members 
who ore directly involved in Ihe itucJy. 
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DEFINITIONS 

THE FOLLOWING ARE DEFINITIONS OF SOME OF THE MOST IMPORTANT TERMS USED THROUGHOUT THIS 
QUESTIONNAIRE; 



YOUR ORGANIZATION The organizational unit or department which Is responsible for 

maintaining and/or providing access to ERIC products or services 
(e.g., a college or university library, a school dlslrict's central media 
resources center, a state education' agency's information resource 
center, etc.). This questionnaire should be completed frotti the 
perspective of this organizational Unit or department 

PARENT ORGANIZATION The larger organization In which your organization is administra- 
tively situated (e.g.* a university or university department, a 
research center* a state agency* an intermediate service agency* 
a school district, etc/)- 

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS ' Organizations other than your own organization or parent organize 
<*- tion (e.g., other colleges, universities* school districts, companies, of 
* r state agencies, etc ). 



0 
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I.D. NUMBER 



j SECTION 1 

J 

DESCRIPTION OF 
YOUR ORGANIZATION 



NOTE: THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION IS TO PROVIDE US WITH A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE ORGANIZA- 
TIONAL CONTEXT WITHIN WHICH ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES ARE PROVIDED* 

1.1 Please supply the name, title, and telephone number of Ihe individual in your organiza- 
tion who can answer any questions we might have concerning your responses to this 
questionnaire: 

Name: ! : 

Title: \ 



Telephone number (with area code]: 



1.2 Which ot the following best describes your organization? (Please circle appropriatepode 
, number.) 

College or university library or resource center [central campus facility) 01 

College a university library or resource center (departmental facility) 02 

State education agency 03 

School library or media center (local school or building level) 04 

School library or media center (headquarters or district level) * 05 

School district R&D center * ; 06 

ERIC Clearinghouse * ; \ 07 

Other Federally-supported clearinghouse 08 

NiE-supported educational tab or center 09 

Intermediate service provider (provides educational services to multi-county 
or multidistrict level e.g., BOCES, CESA, ACES*, ECSU, otc.) 10 g 

Public library r 1 1 

. Society or association 12 

Business or corporation 13 

Other (please describe): \ : 

— 14 



1.3 Is one ot your^prganization's primary functions to provide Information services? (e.g., 
documents, statistics, literature searches, answers to questions, etc.)? (Please circle 
1 or 2.) 

Yes : 1 

"Page 3 
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1.4 Which of the following categories be£t describes 4 he largest single groups of users of your 
organisation's services? 

Employees of or student affiliated with your organization or Us parent organization 1 

Employees of or students affiliated with other organizations 2 

Other (describe): ! : 

: : 3 

1.5 Are the services provided by your organization intended primarily to support or promote * 
activities associated with teaching, education or training? [ 

Yes . 1 ■ 

No 2 

1.6 Which of the following categories best describes your organization's primary source of 



financial support:. 

College or university budget : ^ ; , 1 

State funds (other than college or university bgdget) .C,,/. 2 

Federal grant(s) or contract(s) , 3 

Private funding (e.g.. foundation, donations, etc) 't ; 4 

Direct billing or charges for services rendered (other than Federal grants or. 
contracts) , ' 5 

Locat, county, or distrlct^school budget [ 6 

City, county^MTiunicipal budget (other than school budget) 7 

Other (describe): I 

—1 8 

17 What was your organization's total overall annual budget for the most | ; 
recent year for which your annual budget data is available? (Include § 
budget for norv ERIC as well as ERIC related activities) 
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PREFACE TO SECTIONS 2-8 



ESTIMATING USAGE OF ERIC 
PRODUCTS AND SERVICES 

the following sections ask for your estimates of the volume of usage and other trans- 
actions involving eric products and, services. it is likely that some of your responses will 
be based on estimates made by you or your staff, this is acceptable. we realize that eric • 
related statistics are often not kept, or if kept. may not be recorded in the" same format as 
we are requesting here. we suggest using the following guidelines when you make estimates: 

• be conservative. we would rather underestimate than overestimate eric usage. our 

" ; chief Concern is that you be confident that the numbers you supply are as realistic as 
possible; * - 

• dont make "wild"* guesses, if you have no basis for making an estimate, put a vdk" for 
"don't know in the space provided, 

• if your estimate is "none." for whatever reason, .put a zero (0) in the space provided. 

• use whole numbers only, do not use decimals, fractions. or ranges. (for example. 10,5 
should appear as "11," tu shoul0 appear as "2." and 10-20 should appear as the mid- 
POINT. "15.'1 1 

• UNLESS REQUESTED OTHERWISE, PLEASE SUPPLY DATA ON AN .AVERAGE. PER MONTH BASIS. TAKE INTO 
ACCOUNT. THE MONTH-TO-MONTH OR SFASONAL VARIATION WHICH MAY OCCUR THROUGHOUT THE 
YEAR. IF YOU FIND IT SIMPLER TO MAKE ESTIMATES ON A WEEKLY, RATHER THAN MONTHLY BASIS. 
PLEASE DO SO. MULTIPLYING BY FOUR (4) TO OBTAIN A MONTHLY TOTAL 



(continued on next page) 
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SECTION 2 
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RESOURCES IN EDUCATION (RIE) 



NOTE: THIS SECTION.OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE DEALS WITH ERIC 'S RESOURCES IN EDUCATION (QIE)t PUB- 
LISHED BY THE US. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE, IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT CURRENTLY 
SU&SCRIBE TO THE MONTHLY OR SEMI-ANNUAL EDITION OF RIE, PLEASE CHECK HERE 0 D AND SKIP TO SEC* 
TIQN30F THIS QUESTIONNAIRE OTHERWISE* PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION #2.1. 



2.1 



How many subscriptions to RIE does your organization currently receive? (Include paid/ 
U S. Depository library, and tree subscriptions. If any): 

a) Subscriptions to monthly RIE , ; ; 



b) Subscriptions to semi-annual RtE 



22 During which months do the highest amounts and lowest amounts of RIE use occur at your 
organization? (Use the month codes displayed in the box at the left.) 



. Jan 01 

! Feb 02 

' Mar 03 

t Apr 04 

May 05 

; Jun .06 



Jul 07 

Aug 08 

Sep 09 

Oct 10 

Nov; 11 

Dec 12 



c a) Month with highest RIE use 
b) MorrthwithlowestRiEuse.. 



2 3 



On the average, how many times per month does your organization's start .consult 
RIE? (Please base your estimate on the number of individual information requests 
which result in RIE use by your organization's staff. Include your organization's staff 
use as well as staff assistance to requestors^ whether or not requestors are physi 
caily present, insert number in box, zero if none. Insert "DK" for Don't Know.) .... 



2 4 To the best of your knowledge, is the amount of unassisted use made of RIE byindividuals 
other than your staff greater than, fess than, or about the same as the number reported 
in #2.3? (Circte 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5.) 

Greater than - 1 

Less than 2 

About the same 3 

Don't know 4 

i 

Not applicable ^ 5 
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SECTION 3 



CURRENT INDEX TO JOURNALS IN EDUCATION (CUE) 

NOTE: THIS SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE DEALS WITH ERIC l S CURRENT INDEX TO JOURNALS IN EDUCA- 
TION |C UNPUBLISHED FOR ERIC BY ORYX, PRESS, IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT CURRENTLY 
SUBSCRIBE TO THE MONTHLY OR SEMI-ANNUAL EDITION OF CUE, PLEASE CHECK THIS BOX □ AND SKIP TO 
SECTION 4 + OTHERWISE, PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION #3,1. 

. 3.1 Howmany subscriptions 1o Current Index to Journals In Education (CUE) does your organ!- 
zalion currently receive? (Insert number In space, zero (0) It none. Include both paid and 
tree subscriptions.) 

a} Subscriplionslo monthly CUE 1 

b] Subscriptions tosemi-annual CUE « 1 

3 + 2 During which months do Ihe highest amounts and lowest amounts of CUE use occur at 
■ your organization? (Use the month codes displayed in the box at the left.) 



a) Month with highest CUE use 



b} Month with lowest CUE use 



3.3 On the average, how many times per month does your organlzation's.statf consult 
ERIC s Current index to Journals In Education [CUE)? (Ptease base your estimate 
on the number of individual information requests which result in CUE use by your 
organization's stgjMncludfe your organization's staff t^e as well as staff assistance 

to requestofX^whether or nol requestors are physical!?/ present. Insert number in 

box. zero if none. Insert M DK" for Don't Know ) V^. * 

3.d To the best of your knowledge, is the amount of unassisted use made of CUE by individ- 
uals other than your staff greater than, less than, or about the same as the number 



reported abave in #3,3? (Circle 1 ( 2. 3, 4, ar 5.] 

Greater than 1 

Less than 2 

About the same : 3 

Don't know 4 

Not applicable ' : 5 



Jan • 


, 01 


Ju! 


07 


Feb 


02 


Aug .... 


....08 


Mcr .... 


....03 


Sep .... 


.... 09 


Apr 


04 


Oct , 


10 


May ... 


.... 05 


Nov .... 


....11 


Jun 


06 


Dec .... 


.... 12 
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SECTION 4 



ERIC DOCUMENTS 



THIS SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE DEALS WITH YOUR ORGANIZATION'S COLLECTION OF ERIC ■ 
DOCUMENTS IN EITHER MICROFICHE OR PAPERCOPY. WE DEFINE A "COLLECTlON ,T pF ERIC DOCUMENTS 
AS A GROUP OF ERIC MICROFICHE OR PAPER DOCUMENTS WHICH ARE SHELVED OR FILED TOGETHER IN •■ 
ONE LOCATION. EXAMPLES OF ERiC DOCUMENTS ARE THE THESAURUS OF ERIC DESCRIPTORS; ERIC 
REPORTS WHICH MAY BE IDENTIFIED THROUGH THE ''ED" NUMBER ANNOUNCED IN Rlfc; OR ERIC'S "INFOR- 
MATION ANALYSIS PRODUCTS" OAP's). IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT HAVE A CpLLECTION OF ERIC 
DOCUMENTS. CHECK THIS BOX □ AND SKIP TO SECTION 5. OTHERWISE,' PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 
#4.1. . •. ■ '■ j * 

4. 1 Does your organization currently maintain a collection ot ERtC microfiche? (circle 1 or 2.) 

r Yes 1 . , ' \ ' 

. No ..-.....'....,..2 (Skip lb #4.13) 

4.2 Is your organization currently a Startding Order Customer (SOC) for ERIC microfiche by 
which it receives regular shipments of ERIC reports on microfiche? (Circle 1 or 2.) 

Yes.: '. '. 1 ' ' ' ' 

No . ; ' 2 

* * , 

4-3 is your ERIC microfiche collection a "closed collection," i.e.. does a user require the ■ 
assistance of a staff member to both retrieve and resile ERIC microfiche? (Circle 1 or 20 

Yes 1 

No 2. 



4.3 Approximately how many ERIC microfiche are in your organization's collection? (Insert (he 
number in the appropriate box. depending on whether your estimate is based on (a) the 
number of individual pieces ^of microfiche or (b) the number of individual report titiesO 

a) Number of individual pieces ot microtiche ♦■: . 

b) Number of individual report titles , 



4,5 During which months do the highest amounts and lowest amounts of ERIC microfiche use 
occur ot your organization? (Use the month codes displayed in the box at the left.) 



Jan 01 

Feb 02 

.Mar .03 

Apr 04 

May 05 

Jun 06 



Jul 07 

Aug 08 

Sep 09' 

Oct 10 

Nov \ i 

Dec 12 



a) Month with highest ERIC 
microfiche use 



^D] Month with lowest ERlC 
microfiche use 
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4.6 On the average, approximately how, many limes per month Is your ERIC microfiche col- 
lection used? (Estimate (he number ol times ERIC documents on microfiche are retrieved, 
from the collection, ellher by your organization's staff of by Individual requestors. Include 
use ol ERIC microfiche In your organization's facility as wall as retrieval of ERIC microfiche 
for copying or distribution to other organizations.) (As above, report usage for either the ' 
number of Individual pieces of micrbflche or the number of Individual report titles. Insert 
for Don't Know.) 



a) Number of times Individual pieces of microfiche used 
bj Number of times Individual report titles used 



47 Please indicate below how many pieces pf each of the following types of equipment (In 
good working order) are localed in your organization's facilities or are available for use 
by your organization's staff or users: 

a) Microform readers (equipment which can be used for reading microfiche only 
or for both microfilm and microfiche) ; ^ 



b) Microform reader*printer (can be used for reading microfiche as well as for 
making paper copies from microfiche) 



c) Other mlcrofiche-to* paper duplicating equipment (e.g., high-speedy 
printer) ; : 



*4.8 On the average, how many duplicate pages on paper per month are made from your 
organization's ERIC microfiche? (Insert number in space, zero (0) if none.) J 

a) Made by individual users (unassisted by your organization's staff) I 



b) Made.by yctir organization's staff 



4:9 Approximately what percent of 4-8b above, if any # is produced in response to requests 
forwcrdfed to you by other information providers (e.g.. librarians, media specialists, link- 
ing agents, etc.) employed by organizations other than your parent organization?,. 



tlnsert percent in box, zero(O) if none. Use "NA" If 4.8b is zero.) L % 

! 

4.10 Does your organization have access to equipment which can be used to duplicate ERIC 
microfiche onto microfiche? 

Yes 1 

No 2 (Skip fo #4.12) 

4.1 1 On the average, how many duplicate ERIC microfiche are produced per month 
♦ using this equipment? (Insert number in dcx. zero (0) if none.) 



4.12 Approximately what percent of the above microfiche, it any. is produced in res- 
ponse to requests forwarded to you by other information providers (e.g.. librarians, \ 
media specialists, linking agents, etc ) employed by organizations other than your r 
parent organization? [insert percent in box, zero (0) if none) 



4.13 Does your organization have a deposit account with the ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service (EDRS). which is operated by the Compute, Microfilm International Corporation 
(CMiC) in Arlington, Virginia? 

Yes 1 

No -." 2 

Don't Know .! I 3 

Paae 9 
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4.14 Approximately how many copies of the Thesaurus of ERIC Descriptors (any edition 
or version) does your organization own? (Insert number in box, zero (0)if none.) 



4,15 Does your organization curren 



(A ."collection" is defined as a 



ly rpalntain a collection of ERIC documents in papercopy? 
group of documents which are shelved or filed togelher In 
one location. Please exclude from your response newsletters, promolional brochures* 
announcement lists* specialized bibliographies* ar other documents provided and dis- 
tributed only by individual libraries, Clearinghouses, or non-ERIC organizations. Also 
exclude any other documents which are not assigned ERIC "ED" identification numbers,) 

Ye^:,' , 1 

No 2 (Skip to Section 5) 

4,16 Approximately how rrfany paper copies of ERIC documents are In^yaur organiza- 
tion's collection? (Include documents obtained from EDRS as well as any ERIC 
document obtained from any other source, such as clearinghouse! state 
■Agencies, or libraries. Count multiple copies of the same document title 
separately.) 



417 Approximately how many times per month Is an ERIC papercopy document 
retrieved, copied* or borrowed from your collection? 



418 Approximately what percent of #4,17, if any* is accounted for by-requests forwarded 
to you by other information "providers (e.g., librarians, media specialists, linking 
agents, etc) employed by organizations olher than your parent organization? 



SECTION 5 



ERIC DOCUMENT ORDERING 
AND RECEIVING 

NOTE; THIS SECTION DEALS WITH THE ACTIVITY OF YOUR ORGANIZATION IN ORDERING OR RECEIVING 
ERIC DOCUMENTS OTHER THAN RlE OB CUE DURING THE PAST TWELVE MONTHS. CONSIDER ERIC 
DOCUMENTS TO BE ANY MICROFICHE OR PAPERCOPY DOCUMENTS ORDERED Oft RECEIVED FfcOM THE 
ERIC DOCUMENT REPRODUCTION SERVICE (EDRS) OR FROM ANY OTHER SQURCE OF ERtC 
DOCUMENTS, PLEASE EXCLUDE MICROFICHE RECEIVED AS PART OF A STANDING ORDER COLLECTION 
(SOC) SUBSCRIPTION, AS WELL AS JOURNAL ARTICLES IDENTIFIED THROUGH USE OF CUE bR 
COMPUTERIZED SEARCHING OF THE ERIC BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATABASE, IF YOUR ORGANIZATION HAS 
NOT ORDERED OR RECEIVED ANY ERIC DOCUMENTS DURING THE PASyWELVE MONTHS, PLEASE 
CHECK THIS BOX □ AND SKIP TO SECTION 6. OTHERWISE, PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION #5.1. 

5, 1 Please estimate the approximate number of ERIC documents ordered or received by your 
organization during the past twelve months: - * 



ORDERED 
OR,RECElVED 
FROM EDRS 



C; ERIC micfoficne documents 

Ej ERIC papercopy dccumer.rs 



ORDERED 
OR RECEIVED 
FROM OTHER'SOURCE 

r — 
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SECTION 6 



COMPUTERIZED SEARCHING 
OF THE ERIC 
« BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATABASE 

NOTE: THIS SECTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE DEALS WITH YOUR ORGANIZATION S CONDUCT OR ORDER- 
ING OF COMPUTERIZED SEARCHES OF THE ERIC BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATABASE. IF YOUR ORGANIZATION HAS 
NOT CONDUCTED OR ORDERED ANY ONLINE OR BATCH SEARCHES OF THE ERIC DATABASE DURING THE 
PAST TWELVE MONTHS. PLEASE CHECK THIS BOX □ AND SKIP TO SECTION 7. OTHERWISE. PLEASE 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTION f/6.1. 

6.1 During which months do the highest amounts and lowest amounts of ERIC computer 

searching occur at your organization? (Please use the month codes displayed in the box 
at the left.) 



Jan 


...01 


Jut 


.... 07 


Feb 


... 02 


Aug .... 


08 


Mar .... 


03 


Sep .... 


.... 09 


Apr .... 


...,ov 

05 


Oct 


10 


May ,.. 


Nov .... 


11 


June ... 


06 


Dec 


12 



a) Month with highest amounts 
'of ERIC searching 



b) Month with lowest amounts 
of ERIC searching 



6 + 2 Have staff members of your organization concluded on line computer seiches of the 
ERIC bibliographic database during the past twelve months? (By "conduct" we mean 
that your staff members actually performed the online search through direct interaction 
with a computer terminal ) 

Ye5 ■ 1 . 

No/. 2 (Skip to #6.6) 



6.3 



6d 



On the average, how many online searches of Ihe ERIC bibliographic database are con- 
ducted by staff members of your organization per month? (Please base your response on 
the number of requests you receive which result in your performing an online search, 
regardless of the number of search commands or descriptor combinations which are 
used during the course of a single terminal session.) 

a) Searches per month of only the ERIC database 

b) Searches per month of the ERIC database in combination 
; . with other databases - - - - 

c} Tota!(a^b = c)~. v 



Approximately what percent of 6.3c, if any. is conducted in response to requests for- 
warded to you by other information providers (e + g. + librarians, media specialists , linking 
agents, etc.) employed by organizations other than your parent organization? p 
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6.5 Please estimate Ihe percent ol online searches per month of ERIC which are conducted 
by your organization using Ihe following systems: 



Lockheed 

System Development Corporation (SDC) 

BRS 

Other online system (describe): 



Total 



100%l 



6.6 On the average, how many requests per. month for online searches (of any 
database) does your organization transmit to other organizations? 



6 7 Approximately what percent of 6.6 include searches of the ERIC billo* 

graphic database? (insert percent In box; use "NA" If your response to 6*6 is zero.) 



6.8 Have staff members of your organization conducted or made arrangements for batch 
computer searches of the ERIC bibliographic database? 

Yes i 1 

- No 2 (Skip to Secllon 7) 

6.9 On the average, how many batch searches per month of the ERIC bibliographic 
database are conducted or arranged for by staff members of your organizalion? (Insert 
number in box, zera (0) it nofte.} ( 



610 For each of the batch ERIC search tasks below, please indicate who is responsible for 
performing lhat task mosl of the time . . . (1) staff members of your organization, (2) staff 
of other departments in your parent organization, or (3) staff of organizations other than 
your parent organization? (Circle 1, 2. or 3 for each task.) 



Task 



a) Negotiating, receiving, or clarifying 
■ the request 

b) Constructing the search statement 
(i.e., selecting descriptors, construct- 
ing search logic; etc.) 

c; Running the batch search on the 
computer 

c) Reviewing or screening the search 

CJtpUt 



Staff Category 


1. Own 
Staff 


2. Other 
bepartment's 
Staff 


3. Other 
Organization's 
Staff 


1 


2 


3 




2 


3 




2 


3 


1 


2 


3 
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SECTION 7 



TRAINING AND PUBLISHING ACTIVITIES 

NOTE: THIS SECTION DEALS WITH TRAINING AND PUBLISHING ACTIVITIES ENGAGED IN BY YOUR ORGANI- 
ZATION WHICH ARE RELATED TO ERIC PRODUCTS AND SERVICES. 



7 A Which [it ony) ot the following ERIC -reloted octrvilies hos your orgonizotion engaged In 
during the past twelve months? (Circle 1 for yes* 2 tor no, 3 for don't know.) 



o) Formal trojning sessions for students or 
employees ot your orgonizotion or its 
parent orgonizotion (e.g.; lectures* 
tours* supervised hand-on Instruction) 
which concentroted primorlly on ERIC 
products ond services * 

b) Rxmol trolning sessions tor individuals 
outside your organizations or its porent 
orgonizotion which concentroted 
primorily on ERIC products ond 
services 

c) Formol troining sessions for students or 
employees ot your orgonizotion or 
parent orgonizotfcn which included 
ERIC otong with other information 
products or services 

d) Same as [c). but conducted tor individ- 
uals outside your orgonizotion or 
parent orgonizotion 



YES 



NO 



1 . 



DON'T 
KNOW 
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7.2 



7.3 



During the last twelve months, approximately haw many individuals has yaur 
organization trained ta use ERIC products ar services during the course af any al 
its regularly conducted training sessions, classes ar educational programs? 
(Insert number in space;zera If nane, "DK" far Don't Know.) 



During the past twelve months, approximately how many al the fallowing types al publi- 
cations has yaur organization produced which either concentrated an ar were based 
an ERIC ? {Far each publication type, please supply (a) the number al different items 
produced as well as (b) an estimate al the latal number al copies distributed. 



a) 



\ 



Publication 
Type 



Issues af Newsletters (brief, regularly* 
produced publications designed ta 
keep people up-to-date about happen- 
ings within a particular organization ar 
field) ."' 

b) Specialized bibliographies (lists af biblio- 
graphic references and/ar abstracts 
which deal with specific fields or 
subjects) ~ 

c) Analytical or review publications {publi- 
cations which analyze, synthesize, ar 
criticize the literature in a specific field 
ar subjecf) 



d) Other (please describe) 



Number 
af 
items 
Produced 



Number 

af 
Copies 
Distributed 



-f 



e) Other (please describe) ^ 

— — 1 



3 
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SEQTION 8: HOURS DEVOTED TO CURRENT INDEX TO JOURNALS 

IN EDUCATION (CUE) 3 



PLEASE CHECK HERE IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT SUBSCRIBE TO ERIC 'S CURRENT INDEX TO JOUR- 
NALS IN EDUCATION [CUE) □ , AND SKIP TO SECTION 9. IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES SUBSCRIBE t6 CUE, 
PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION #BA 

£l For each employee category below, please estimate how many hours, on an average 
monthly basis, are devoted by your organization's staff tc User Support activities associ- 
ated with ERICs Current Index to Journals in Education (CUE), Please include staff lime 
devoted to the following: 

• Negotiating requests which result in the consulting of CUE by requestors or, your 
organization's staff 

• Consulting, examining, or searching CUE 

• Showing people how to use CUE 

• Copying and/or distributing pages of CUE in response to requests for information 
Please exclude staff time devoted to: 

• format orientation or training programs given by your staff which cover ERIC 



c 



r 



9 

:RIC 



EMPLOYEE 
CATEGORY 


DEFINITION 


AVERAGE OR 
APPROXIMATE 
HOURLY RATE* 


HOURS PER 
MONTH FOR 
CURRENT INDEX TO 
JOURNALS IN 
EDUCATION 


a) Information 
Professional 


Bachelor's degree or higher in an 
information profession such as 
library or information services, 
media sen/ices or production, or 
computer science* 


S /hr 




b) Education 
Professional 


Bachelor's degree or higher 
(and/or certification) In education 
or an education-related field 
(e.g., counseling, educational 
psychology, etc.). 


r 

fi /hr 


-> 


c) Other 
: Professional 


An individual with a bachelqr's ^ 
degree or. higher ip a field other A 
thon (a) or (b). 


S /hr 




d) Technical or 
Clerical 


Persons with less than a bache- 
lor's degree, other than tempo- 
rary or part-time student 
employees. 


S /hr 




e) Student , 
Employees 


Students employed on a tempo- 
rary or part-time basis, 


S /hr 

/ 





* P H ease include fringe benefits, pension, hospitalization, and other labor overhead Herns, 
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SECTION 9 

INCOME FROM THE SALE OR DIsfelBUTION OF ERIC PRODUCTS 

OR SERVICES 

NOTE: THIS SECTION DEALS WITH YOUR ORGANIZAHON'TlNCfoME FROM THE SALE OR DISTRIBUTION OF 
ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES, EITHER FROM CHARGES LEVIED ON INDIVIDUALS OR FROM CONTRACTUAL 
Oft FORMAL ARRANGEMENTS WITH OTHER ORGANIZATIONS/ IF DURING THE PASH2 MONTHS YOUR 
ORGANIZATION HAS NOT DERIVED MORE THAN $100 IN INCOME FgOM YOUR PROVISION OF ANY ERIC 
INFORMATION PRODUCTS OR SERVICES, PLEASE CHECK THIS BOX E] AND SKIP TO #9.2. OTHERWISE, PLEASE 
CONTINUE WITH QUESTION #9,1. 

9 A ^ The purpose of thjs question is to obtoin an estimate of thfe income your orgonlzotion hos 
derived during (He past 12 months from providing ERIC Imormotion products or services* 
, Two incomQ lypef ore considered: (1) income from contractuol or other formal orrange- 
ments with other orgonlzotiorts, ond (2) income from soles to or poyment by ihdividuols. 
By "contrqciudt or other arrangements" we mean agreements whereby your orgonlzo- 
tion is reimbursed* by orgonlzotions other than ERIC , on on annuoL monthly, or other 
regular bosis. By "Individuols" we mean students or employees of ony orgonteotion 
{including your own) who pay for ERIC products ond services, e.g.* who poy for hard- 4 
copies of ERlC f microfiche reports. Pleose include only the income derived from ERIC 
products or services excluding income derived from, for exomple, searches of biblio- 
graphic dotoboses other thon ERIC. 



CONTRACTUAL 
ARRANGEMENTS 



INDIVIDUAL 
PAYMENTS 



a) 



Sole, copying, or reproduction of ERIC 
poper or microfiche documents 



b) Computerized searching of the ERIC 
bibliographic database by itself or in 
conjunction with other dotoboses 



c] Olher information services based on use 
of ERIC products or services (describe): 



o 



d) Total [a t b + c) , 



92 



THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE; PLEASE RETURN IT 
WITH ANY EXPLANATORY COMMENTS OR QUESTIONS TO: 

^ * * 

King Research, Inc. 

P.O. Box 71 
Rockville, Md. 20850 



'J 
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ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY 
ACCESS POINT PRIMARY SURVEY 
- REQUEST FOR COOPERATION - 



I 



Dear Eric Provider: 

The purpose of this Request lor Cooperation is to ask for your organization's help In Part 
2 ot the ERIC Access Point Survey, Part 2 is the Access Point Primacy Survey. In the Primary 
Survey we will ask a sample of ERIC ''access point" organizations to monitor the use of a 
particular ERIC product or service for a period of up to three weeks during the first three 
months of 1981. Using the ERIC Request Card (specimen enclosed), cooperating organizations 
wilt supply us with information from which we will develop a sample of ERIC requestors. We 
will fhen survey these individuals by mail to 'study the uses they make of the ERIC information 
obtained from your organization. * * 

We will ask you to monitor requests for and/or" use of ERIC products and services in one 
of Ihe following categories: 

1. Resources in Education ERIE) 

2. Current Index to Journals in Education (CUE) 

3. ERtC Documents (microfiche and hardcopy, including 
documents and bibliographies) 

4; Computer searches of the ERIC bibliographic database. 

have circled the category which we will ask you (if you agree to cooperate) to monitor 
during the special data collection period. (ERIC Clearinghouses: we will ask you to monitor 
only one category per week during the Fall for a total of four weeks.) 

Based on estimates of ERIC usage reported in your Screener Survey, we wilt supply you 
with ERtC Request Cards plus instructions for their completion. During your assigned data 
collection period, you should assign staff to monitor theERIC product or service we have 
identified above. Each time any individual (including your organization's staff) requests or 
* uses the ERIOproduct or service duringihat time, your assigned monitor should fill out a Re- 
quest Card! In most cases, only the fiiist few questions will require contact with the ERIC user, 
while the rest of the questions can, for the most part, be answered from observation. At the 
end of the week, you will forward the filled-out Requesi Cards to King Research. We will 
then use ihe cards to (i) estimate the number of times ERIC is requested or used at sampled 
organizations, and (2) develop a sample of ERIC requestors with whom we will conduct the 
mail survey as described above. 

Pagel? ^43 



locally-produced ERIC 



Some additional details: 



(1) The data collection period (up to three weeks) we assign to you will be based on your 
hours of service as welt as on a random selection process based on your Screener 
Survey responses. 

(2) The names and addresses of all Individuals Involved In the survey will be destroyed 
after the survey is completed. Only the Project Director and other key Individuals on 
the King Research sttrff will have access to these names and addresses. 

(3) The Primary Survey and its subsequent ERIC Requestor Survey are not an evaluation 
of your organization's performance. We ore solely interested In obtaining unbiased 
data on ERIC usage. No data will be linked with any Individuals or specific organiza- 
tions In our final report. In fact- we will only acknowledge your organization's partici- 
pation in this project H you request us" to do so. 

Whether or not you are able to participate, please chock the appropriate box below 
and supply us with the requested Information: (1) the name and telephone number of a 
conlact person at your organization who can monitor your organization's participation In 
Phase 2; (2) your organization's hours of service during the Winter; (3) a brief description of 
the physical and organizational location of your organization's ERIOrelated operations; 
or (4) the reasons for your inability to participate. 

We are asking you to volunteer some staff time to participate in this project. We realize 
that you may receive such requests to aid in filling out surveys. Our response is that all the 
data collected in this study is designed to help improve the understanding of how ERIC Is 
used. Ultimately, thtfwill aid In improving what Is already the premier Information system In 
education and educational research. Since ERIQ is such a highly decentralized Information 
system, it is imperative' that we obtain a good picture of the ERIC usage which is facilitated 
by access points such as your organization. . 

If you have any questions about your cooperation in Phase 2 of thlsstudy, please do 
not hesitate to call the Project Director, Dr. Dennis McDonald (collect) at (202) 861-0640 or 
the Survey Director, Ms. Kathy O'Brien (collect) at (301) 881*6766. 

□ Yes: we can participate in Phase 2 K% ■□ No; we cannot particl- 1 
of the Access Point Survey .-The name, pate in Phase 2 of the 

title, and telephone number of our Access Point Survey, lor 

contact person are: the following reasons: 

Name: . 

Title: = . - ' 



Telephone: 



Please return this form and (1>your organic King Research, Inc. 

2ation s hours of service and (2) a brief • P.O. Box 71 

description of your ERIC operations to Rockville, MD 20850 



This study is sponsored by the National Institute of Education under contract number 
400-79-0060. - ' 
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c 



PLEASE 
PRINT 





ERIC 


* 

COST and USAGE STUDY 


— ERIC REQUEST CARD — 



USE 
BLACK INK 



This is a voluntary survey being conducted under contract to the National Institute of Education 
(NIE) by King Research, Inc., P.O. Box 71, Rockville, Maryland 20850, (301) 881-6766, 



MONTH 



DAY 



LD. NUMBER 



NAME OF REQUESTOR: 



MAILING 
ADDRESS 
INCLUDING 
ZIP CODE; 




c 



TELEPHONE NUMBER ( 



Area Code 



a. 



TITLE OR 
TOPIC OF 
R EQUEST.* 



V 



1. TYPE OF PRdDUCT OR SERVICE IN 
VOLVED {Circle^aTT^plicable codes) 
4 ERiCiRiE.....^: 01 

ERIC's CUE . . . W-Y: 02 

ERIC Online Search 03 

ERIC Batch Search 04 

ERIC Microfiche 05 

ERIC Printed Report 06 

ERIC Printed Bibliography 07 

Other Printed Indexes 08 

Other Computer Databases 09 

Other Documents 10 

Other (Describe) 

-' ii 



3. WAS REQUESTOR ASSISTED 
STAFF? {Circle 1,2, or 3) 

Yes 

No 

Requestor was a v. 
Staff Member 



BY 



f 



4. HOWWAS REQUEST RECEIV 
, (Cfrcle 1, 2, 3, or 4) 

In Person 

Telephone 

Mail 

Other (Describe! 



ED? 



r 



ERJC 



WAS THE ERICTHESAURUS USED? 

(Circle 1 r 2, or 3) 

Yes : 1 

No 2 

Don't Know 3 



HOW WAS RESPONSE DELIVERED?" 
(Circle all applicable codes) 

. In Person 1 

Telephone 2 

Mail 3 

Other iDgtcrihft) 

: 4 
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Separate Versions of Section 8 - 

* * 

Separate versions of this section were used in the Screener Survey 

* * s x * * 

depending upon the list from which the access point was Sampled, i,e, organi- 
zations sampled from the list of RIE subscribers received the questionnaire 
with the RIE Section 8, and so on. 

All ERIC Clearinghouses (and the Facility) received all four 
versions of the Section 8 (RIE, CUE, Searches, Documents) , and this group , 
also received the Section devoted to ERIC "referral services 11 ,* 
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•\; SECTION 8: HOURS DEVOTED TO RESOURCES IN EDUCATION (RIE) 

' : PLEASE CHECK HERE IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT SUBSCRIBE TO ERIC'S RESOURCES IN EDUCATION 
V □ ■ AND SKIP TO SECTION 9. if YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES SUUSCRtllE TO RtE, PLEASE CONTINUE WITH 

v QUESTION ' l . , . " • . \ ' 

;0 1 For each ernptoyeo category below, please estimate how many hows, on an average 
monthly basts, are dovoled by your organization's stall la U^ar Support ocIivjIjos assoa- , 
. ^ t ated wilh ERLC's Resources in Education (RlE)/lnciude lime devoted to 'the following: 

* Negottaling requests which result in the consulting of RiE"by requestors or .your ofgani- - 
. ; zction's staff ;>* <:\ * - \.\ ■ 

* Consulting, examining, pf searching RIE 

* Showing people how to use Ri£ : 
♦ :v • Copying ana/or distributing pages of RlE In responso to request for information . 

W!' Please excludesiaff ita>e devoted )Q: 1 ♦ ... ; . t -- v - 

' ^\ ♦ /ormaj bfienlatiaqj or training programs given by your staff which cover ERIO- ' v / 



"S- K t IT » 1 ' 1 ■ ■ — 1 - ] 



&'\\ ewployeeV^ 
category 


;v^;^ V pVfiNiTtON 


' AVERAGE OR + 

APPROXIMATE . 
■ HOURLY RATE' 


; HOURS PER 
MONTH FOR + 
. RESOURCES IN/, 
\ EDUCATION v ; 


/* oj.iqfofrpaiion; 
.['> professional- ,y 

i * * * ' ■' ■ * / 


V";- L- ':"'..'V.'' '"'.''ri--"v ; . 

Bacheior!s degree or higher m an J 
information profession such as 
library ar information services. ■ ' t * 
-media services or produclion, o\ 
computer science. 


S ; /hf. ■ 


i 


; *; b) Education" 
/ i[ . Professional A , 


h Bdcheior's degree or higher. " \ ' 
(and/or certification) in education 

; or,an education-related field J 
{e.g./counseiing. educational 
psychology; etc.). \ 


S Ihi. 

\ ■ 

i 




| C) Other h : •/ ; An individual with a bachelors 
Proiess^onc! j degree or higher in a field other 
1 (a] or fb) 


! 

; S /hr 


i 

| 


C) Tecnr.ico. o r ! Persons with iess than a bache^ 

Ca^rscq. | lot's degree, other man tempo- i S , /hr. 
r : pOfGfy or pait'time emptoyee$. 4 




. e) Si-jden: j ; Students employed on a tempo- 1 : 



"P^ecse r.c^oe Cr.ce ze^e-^t, pension, ho^pitcl^ctron, ar*d otne: labor overheod items. 
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SECTION 8: HOURS DB/OTED'fo ERIC COMPUTER SEARCHING 

PLEASE CJHECK HERE IF YOU& ORGANIZATION DOES NOT CONDUCT OR MAKE ARRANGEMENTS FOR COM- 
PUTER SEARCHES OF THE ERIC BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATABASE AND SKIP TO SECTION 9, IF YOUR ORGAN!- 
TiON DOES CONDUCT OR WAKE ARRANGEMENTS FOR SEARCHES OF THE ERIC DATABASE, PLEASE CON- 
TINUE WITH QUESTION Afl:1. 

8.1 For eoch employee cotegory below, please estimote how mony hours, on an average 
monthly basis, ore devoted by your organization's staff to conducting or making arrange- 
ment for any computer seorches which result in searching the ERIC bibliographic 
database. Please include staff time devoted to the following: 

• Negotiating requests which result In searches of the ERIC blbliogrophfc datobase 

• Conslructing search statements 

• Inierocting with or operating the computer system 

• Reviewing or screening the search output 

Please exclude the following: 

• Time devoted to searches which do not include Ihe ERIC database 

• Formai orientation or training programs which cover ERIC 

• Obtaining, copying, or dislrtbuting documents retrieved through the ERIC search 



EMPLOYEE 
CATEGORY 


DEFINITION 


AVERAGE OR 
APPROXIMATE 
HOURLY RATE' 


HOURS PER 
MONTH FOR 
ERIC COMPUUR 
SEARCHING 


o) Information 
Professional 


Bochelor's degree ar higher in on . 
intormation profession such as 
librory or informotion services, 
media services or production, or 
computer science. 


5 /hr 




b) Education 
Professional 

j 


• 

Bachelor's degree or higher 
(and/or certification) in education 
of an education-related field 
(e.g.. counseling, education 
psychology, etc.). 


£ ^hr 




! c) Other 

1 Professional 


An individual with a bachelor's 
degree or higher in a field other 
than (a) or fb). 


j S . /hr 


! 


d) Teem za\ or 
Oer.cc; 


Persons with less than a bache- \ 
lor + s aegree. other than tempo- j $ /hr. 
rary o: peri-time student | 
empidyees. ! 





e; $:^ce" ! Sljoen;$ employe a cn a tempo- 1 
Errp.o-ees t rcry or pen lime c'os;s i $ /h: 1 



- m *z*~ :"iude tiir\ze cenef.is, pension, ftospir3i;2Ci,cr*. and orr.er laso: overhead items. 
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SECTION 8: HOURS DEVOTED TO ERIC DOCUMENTS 



PLEASE CHECK HERE IF YOUR ORGANIZATION DOES NOT HAVE A COLLECTION OE ERIC DOCUMENTS □ , 
'AND SKIP TO SECTION <?■ (SEE SECTION 4 FOR A DEFINITION OF !'ERiC DOCUMENTS ") IF YOUR ORGANIZA- 
TION DOES HAVE A COLLECTION Of ERIC DOCUMENTS, PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION J/e + 1 +t 

8.1 : Far each employee colegory below, pleose estirnote how mony hours, on on average ■ 
' ;/ monthly basis t are devoied by your orgonizolion's slot) 1o User Support activities 
associoted with ERIC document^ Pleose Include slofl time devoted to Ihe following: 

• Negotioting requests which. result in consulting, retrieving, or copying ERIC documents, 

y/ - • Consulting, retrieving; or copying ERIC documents in response lo requests tor in(orma : 
tion or-documenls, ,"♦ "♦ *v\;V ' ■ V- -. *" 



• Showing people how to consult, retrieve, or copy ERIC documents, " - \\ 
;V^Va Distributing copies oj ERlC^docurnents in Response toindividuol orders or iequests-, : 

'Please exclude the following activities from User Support;, w ♦ \ - - 
v • Formol orientbtiorVor training progroms given.by your stoff which cover ERIC 
\y-** % Consulting or using ERIC'S Resources in Education (RIE) or ERIC'S Current Jndex to 
j:r"^ Journols in Education (CUE).""-/ h t . - H ; . ; -.',v J \*-* , ♦ / 

Time spent preparing or, distributing iocolly-produced documents, newsletters, or * 
,; : -r!ly"-- bibliographies which norrpally do not receive ERIC "ED'vjdentificotion numbers. 

o"£y • Time' spent fe-shelving orre-Ming ERIC docurpentS: + r " 



■■t?T;y* EMPLOYEE .^i;. 
VI CATEGORY 


" L + " 1 ^ 1 

•\'V i .vV'. v V.-' :: ''DEHNlTtON:: ' . ' 

■'>. :■ ■ : ■ •••• • : 


, AVERAGE OR 
■APPR0XIWA1E 
: HOURLY RATS* , 


.• ■ . HOURS PER , 
MONTH FOR 
ERIC DOCUMENTS 


■» , * *: V 

°d) lnformal.cn V, 
r*-v Professional 


Bachelors, degree or hiqher in an / 
inforrnotion profession such as;" 
; library or' information services..^;. + 
- medio services or production, or - 
' computer science. > h 


S : /hr 




^b) Education _r; 

Professionals', 

. .■ / - -y 


Bachel6r's + degree or higher "! 

* [and/o r> certification) in education 
or' an education-related field ,- 
(e + g,/ counseling, educational ' \ ; 

' psychology, etc.). ' +r " 


' i „ * * n * 
S ' Jhf 




V c) Other ' 4 
Professional 

s 


1 — i 1 \ ■ — ; — i — \ — ; ■ 

An individual with a bochelor's 
degree or higher in a field othef 1 
thon fo) or (b). 


. S /hr. 




* d) Tecnn zz< c: 
] . r C\e: cz\ 

• 1 7 


Persons with less than o bache-. 1 
i^; + s degree, other than tempo- j S \ /hr. 
rary or port-time student - 
i ■ employees. , \ 


• 

1 



el Stuosr. 



rcry c: part time doses. 



' P:ecie '-c-^ce :r^je Denefii5 t pension. hospitci;2C7ion t a^d other labor averheoa items 
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SECTION 0; IIOUKS DEVOTED TO PROVIDING REPERRAL SERVICES 



NOT£: IN TH£ PREVIOUS FOUR QUESTIONS YOU REPORTED YOUR ORCANI2AT ION*S STAFP TIMF 
OEVOTEO TO USING PARTICULAR EIJIC PROOUCTS OR SERVICES. (N THIS QUESTION PLEASE 
REPORT ON STAFF TIME OE VOTED TO PROVIDING REFERRAL SERVICES IRRESPECTIVE of THF 
INFORMATION SOURCES USED BY YOUR STAFF WH£M WtO\ZlblN*TKCTEftRAL SERVICES 
OEFJhUTTON: A "REFERRAL" OCCURS WHEN YOUR ORGANIZATION RESPONDS TO AN INFORMA- 
TION REQUEST BY SUPPLYING THE REQUESTOR WITH NAMES OF PROGRAMS ORGANIZATIONS 
OR INDIVIDUALS WHOM THAT REQUESTOR CAN THEN CONTACT TO OBTAIN INFORMATION OR* 
ASSISTANCE. 

0.1 For each employee category below, please estimate how many hours, on an average monthly 

basis, are devoted by yoUr organisation** staff to providing referral services. Please include 
staff time devoted to the following: 

• Negotiating requests whtch result In your providing referral services 

<• Consulting, retrieving, or copying any documents to support your development of a response 

• Contacting any other perion or Organisation to lupporl your development of a response 

• Contacting the requestor In order to provide a response 

Please exclude the following activities: 

• Time spent obtaining, preparing or distributing information products or services which are 
not designed primarily to support your referral services. 



EMPLOYEE 
CATEGORY 


DEFINITION 


AVERAGE OR 
APPROXIMATE 
HOURLY RATE* 


HOURS PER MO, 
REFERRAL 
SERVICES 


. o) Information 
Professional 


Bachelor's degree or higher in an 
information profession such as 
library or lnf6rmalion services, 
media services cr production* or 
computer science. 


$ ihr 




b] Education 
Professional 


Bachelor's degree or higher 
(and/or certification] in education 
or an education-related field 
(e.g,, counseling, educational 
psychology, etc], 


$ . Ihr 

* ' 


I 


; c) Other 

Professional 

r 


An individual with a bachelor's 
'degree or higher in a field other 
than (a] or (b). 


S /hr. 




d) Technics)! or 
Clerical " 


Persons with less than a bache- 
, tor's degree, other than tempo- 
rary or part-time student 
employees, 


£ Ihr. 




e) &uaenl 
Employees 


Students employed on a tempo- 
rary^ part-time basis. 


S 7hr. 





'Please include fringe benefits* pension, hospitalization, and other labor overhead items; 



£.2 f On the average- approximately how many requests per month does 

i your organization receive which result in your providing referral 
* \ services? 



£.3 .Approximately yfrat percent of the above referral requests are 
[ iausfied by relying primarily on RIE. CUE, the ERIC database, 
' or ERlC cocurrents which are available for sale through. EDRS? 
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B.5 



Scrcener Questionnaire Flic boscription 



On the following pages arc displayed the description of the SPSS 
records for the Scrccncr Survey as they appear in the data file, as well as 
a listing of the individual "created" variables which were used for calcu- 
lating the weights and sorting the data. 
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//'MiMMrNi riUM tti save Fft rc coMPLrrro oau ano program 

//HUJCLlR PI) O^N * CC I AIT . P ROC L 1 ft * D I S P *T>HR 

// Exrc r>rr»5 

//I lOlfOOl 00 UNI 1 <13S0.0SN*WVL .M2KRM > ERICCOWP.OISP-(OLO) . 
// SPACr TRK t ( ?O t 10) . RLSE ) , OCH-RLKS 1 ZE "G200, V0L*SER*T50 1 
//r 10m (K)l DO 05N-WYL J1?KRl 1 . C L RDA T A . 0 1 $P ' ( DLD . KE EP } . 
// UN I T-33?iO, VOL* SfR-TSO I , 

// onWRrcrM-fR.t rfcl-oo.blksize-7 20) 

// OD 0$N-VVt J17KRM ERlC.0ATA2.DlSP-(0LO.KfUP), 

// UNI T * r»3fiO, VOL T SER™TSO 1 ,OCB- (RECFM-TB . LRECL*flO.ClLKS I ZE -720) 

//r>v$m oo • 

MUmhErEO VE5 

u\)u namf rwfc Save run using 10 Cards per case 

DATA U5T FIXED < TO) / 1 101 t-5 CARD 1 6 

ZIP fl- 10 01P2 11-12 01P3 13 
01P4 14 Q1P5 15 Q1P6 16-17 

01P7 10-2& 02PO 27 r*Q2P U 20-29 
Q2P1B 30-31 02P2A 32-33 02P2B 34"35 
0^P3 36*39 02P4 40 ' Q3P0 4 1 
03P1A 42-43 03P10 44-45 03P2A 4G-47 
03P2B 48-49 03P3 50-53 03P4 54 
Q4P0 55 04P1 56 Q4P2 57 
Q'1P3 58 04P4A 59-66 04P4B €7-74 
Q4P5A 75-76 Q4P5B 77-78/ 2 102 J CARD 2 6 
04PGA B-t5 04P60 16-23 Q4P7A 24-26 
CMP7B 27-29 04P7C 30-32 04PSA 33-40 
04P8B 4 1-40 

Q4P9 49-51 04P10 52 04P11 53-S7 
Q4PI2 58-60 04Pf3 61 Q4P14 62*63 
04P15 T,4 04P16 65-72 04P17 73-77 
CMP IS 78-80/ 3 ID3 1-5 CARD3 6 
Q5P0 8 05f>1A1 9-14 Q5fMA2 15-20 
T Q5P1B1 21-26 05P1B2 27-32 06PO 33 
QGP f A 34-35 06P1B 36-37 06P2 38 
QGP3A 39-42 06P3B 43-46 06P3C 47-51 
0fiP4 52-54 06P5A 55-57 Q6P5S 58-60 
Q6P5C 61-63 CSP50. 64-66 QGP6 67-70 
0GP7 71-73 06PS74 Q€P9 75-78/ 4 

104 i-5 Card* 6 

0GP10A e QGP 106 9 QGP IOC 10 
QGPtOO 11 Q7P1A 12 07P1B 13 
07P1C 14 07P1D 15 Q7P2 1€"20 
Q7P3A1 21-23 07P3A2 24-29 
67P3B1 30-32 

07P3B2 33-38 07P3C1 39-4 1 07P3C2 42-47 
07P3D1 48-50 07P3D2 51-56 Q7P3E 1 57-59 
07P3E2 60-65/ 5 IDS 1-5 CAR05 € 
QSPOA B 03PUIA 9-12 QSP1A2A 13- 1€ f 



0SP1B1A 17-20 0BP1B2A 21-24 OSPtCIA 25-28 

QSP1C2A 29-32 0BP101A 33-36 08P1D2A 37-40 

0SP1EU 41-44 QSP1F2A 45-48 0SP2A 49-52 0SP3A 53-55/ 

€ ID6 1-5 CARD6 6 

OBPO0 B 0SP1A1B 9-12 QSP1A2B 13-16 

OSP1B10 17-20 08P1B2B 21-24 0SP1C1B 25-2B 

OSP1C20 29-32 OBP1O10 33-36 0SP102B 37-40 

Q8P1E1B 41-44 0SP1E2B 45-48 QSP20 49-53 0BP3B 53-55/ 

7 107 1*5 CAR07 6 

OSPOC 0 08PU1C 9-12 0BP1A2C 13-16 



or O 



\ 



'ii onnnic 17*20 Qot>H32c 21-24 qopicic 25-20 

QOP1C2C 29-32 QOP101C 33-36 QOP102C 37-40 

<;i ' OmMEIC 41-44 Q0P1E2C 45-4B Q0P2C 49-52 Q0P3C 53-55/ 

n ion i-5 H carob e 

f*'» ORPOO 6 Q0P1A1G 3-12 QRP1A2D 13-16 

<>f* onpinio 17-20 08P1020 21-24 qopicio 25-20 

l >f L 0RP1C20 29-32 QBP1010 33-36 00P1020 37-40 

i." 0RP1E1D 41-44 Q0P1E20 45-40 00P2D 49-02 00P30 53-05/ 

n 100 1-5 CAR09 6 

/*> QRPOE 0 Q0P1A1C 0-12 QBP1A2E 13-16 

M ORPiniE 17-20 QBPitJ2E 21-24 Q0P1C1E 25-20 

♦ /l 1 OOP 1C2E 29-32 QBP101E 33-36 Q&P102E 37*40 

l i fi1\V IE 1 E 41-44 Q0P1E2E 45-40 Q0P2E 40-32 00P3E 53-05/ 

M 10 Ifl 10 1-5 CAR010 6 

■ 09PO R Q9P1A< 9-16 Q9P1A2 17-24 

;ti Q9IM01 25-32 Q9P1B2 33-40 Q9P1C1 41-40 

n O0P1C2 49-56 Q3P101 57-64 Q9P102 65-72 

/n 010 73 

m INPUT MEOlltM TAPE 

N fir CA r >f9 UNKNOWN 

IU M I *> r » I Hfl VALUES Q I P3 , 0 1 P4 , Q 1 P5 , 0 10 ( 9 )/ 

ft.' , 0irC(D0*99)/ 

H:i 02V 1A t Q2P1B,Q2P2A,Q2P2B(77.90,99)/ 

fll 02P4.Q3P4(7 t B.9>/ 

ft r > r}3P1A.03P10 t Q3P2A,Q3P2B<77.90.$)9>/ 

nt> Q4P1 t Q4P2,Q4P3{7,9)/ 

ft 7 Q4P5A,Q4P5B(77,9B,99>/ 

Ht\ OAP 10(777,998*999) 

Rf). MISSING VALUES 04P 17.Q4P1 1< 77777 , 9999B . 99G99 )/ 

If) 04P7A.Q4P7B,Q4P7C.Q4P9(77 7 t 99B,999)/ 



^ n\ Q4P10,Q4P13(7,B,9>/ 



ERIC 



*1? 04P 12(777 ,99fl t 999)/ 

11 Q4P14(77 t 9B,99)/ 

( M Q-1P15(3,7,9) 

1T> MiS^lNC VALUES Q5P1A2,Q5P1B1,Q5P1B2(777777,99999B, 999999)/ 

fir* Q6P1A,Q6P1B(77,9B,99>/ 

i D7 Q6P2,Q6PB,Q6P10A,Q6P10B,Q6P10C ,Q6P 100(7 ,9>/ 

^ 9fl Q6P3B( 7777, 999B , 9999)/ 

i ■ 19. Q6P4 t Q6P5A,Q6P5B,Q6P5C,Q6P50(777,99B, 999)/ 

tOn Q6P6( 7777 ,9998,9999)/ 

tOl * 06P7(777 t 99B,999)/ £ 

ID?. Q6P9< 7777, 9990, 9999) 

103. . MISSING VALUES Q7P 1 A , Q7P Ifi , Q7P 1C *Q7P 10( 3 , 9 )/ 

tO-1 07P3A1,07P3Bt,O7P3C1,07P30l,07P3Cl(777,99B,999j/ 

105 Q7P3A2,07P3B2,07P3C2,07P302,Q7P3E2 

lOft ( 777777, 99999B, 999999) 

107. MISSING VALUES OBPOA , QBP06, OBPOC, QBPOD , QBPOE ( 7 )/ 

JOB OSP 1 A2A , QBP 1A2B , QBP 1 A2C ,QBP 1 A2D-QBP f A2E ♦ 

(09 OBP 1B2A«QBPfB2B ,QBt> fB2C,QBP 1B20«QBP 1B2E , 

110, QBP1C2A«QBPtC2B«QBPlC2C«QBP1C20«QBP1C2E , 

I l 1 QBP 102A, QBP 102B, QBP 102C« QBP 1020 >QBP1D2E« 

(12 QBP1E2A*QBP1E2B,QBP1E2C,QBME20«QBP1E2E 

113. (7777, 9996,9999)/ 

t 14, QBPlAU,QBPlAlB,QBPlAlC,OBPlAlO/QBP1AtE, 

110, QBP1B1A*0BP1B1B,QBP1B1C*QBP1B10,QBP1B1E* 

t 16. QBP1C1A,QBP1C1B,QBP1C1C,QBP1C10,QBP1C1E, 

t 17 QBP 10 1A« QBP 10 1B« QBP 10 1C , QBP 10 10, QBP 10 IE , 

1 IB* QBP IE 1A.QBP1E1B,QBP1E 1C «QBP IE 10* QBP IE 1£ 

1 19 . (7777*999B*9999> 

120. MISSING VALUES QBP2A * QBP2B* QBP2C* QBP20, QBP2E t ?777* 999B* 9999) 
121 MISSING VALUES QBP3A',QBP3B,QBP3C ,QBP30 ,QBP3E (777 ,99B,999 ) 
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M 1 Tj Tf 1 NO 


1 ? ( i . 




1 ? 7 


Aril C* C* 1 U|A 

H 1 :j 5 1 IMG 


i tri 


• j 4 f Cj iirt 
Ml l J 1 nil i 


1 2*1 








1 [1 J 




1 *} ? . 




i tj 




J ,14 




1 71 T\ ' 


ti 1 ri* i ft if 
Hi t l I rl\* 


J "111 




r i t 




i r in 

1 " 1*H 




1 . 1 o 


Ml Vi 1 Nfi 


1 -\ 1 




1 l ? 




1 1 '1 




1 4't 




t J*\ 


VAR LAHF 


i-m 




i / 




1 -1 CT 




1 -1 f > 




1*lO 
1ft 




I T * 1 
t fj ? 




fro . 




t Ti -t . 




1 T* r i 




tf>£ . 




1 fi7 




1 1 "i 




1 0r* 




1 GO 




1 fl 1 . 




Tft? . 




ICtI . 




1 n-t 




1GS 




1 fifi 




1 ft? . 




1 f*R 




1 fi9 "' 




1 70 




1 7 t 




172 . 




1 73 , 




174. 




^1 / 3 . 




1 76 . 




w 7 . 




178, 




i79. 




180. 




181 , 




ifl2 . 





09PO(7 f n> 

Q9PlA1,Q9PtA2,Q0Pt0l,Q9PlB2,Q9P ICl fl Q9PlC2, 

OOP 10 1 i Q9PJ02( 7777777G, 89088800, 99909094 ) 

Q4Pl6,Q0PtAt*Q9P »A2,Q9PlD1,Q9P»B2,Q9PlCl,Q9Plf:2, 

Q9P 10 t,Q9P 102(77777777, 88889888, 99999999) 

Q4PtG<77777776) 

Q1P7(7777776G4, 990099744)/ 

07P2( 77777, 99990, 99999)/ 

04P4R< 77777760, 77777776,90999984)/ 

0ftP3C( 77777, 99096 .99999)/ 

Q2P3< 7777, 9998, 9999)/ 

Q*rMM 77777778, 99000094)/ 

Q4PGA*777777GO,7777777G ,88880000) 

Q4P6A(99000084)/ 

04Pfln< 77777776, 89888880, 00000084)/ 

09P102( 77777776)/ 

Q5P1A 1(777777, 000998 ,999999)/ 

O4PG0( 777777^6,88888880. 99999536) 

O4PG0<99999984)/ 

03P3( 7777 ,9998,9999)/ 

Q9P1B2<77777776)/ 

QGP3A (7777 ,9998. 99?9)/ 

Q4P8A< 77777776. 8888089Q, 9999998*) 

Q1P2 ORGANIZATION OESCR IPT 1 ION/ 

Q4P3 PRIMARY FUNCTION IN SERVICES/ 

01P4 WHICH IS LARGEST GROUP OF USER!;/ 

0 IPG ARE SfeVS PROMOTING EO OR TRNlNG ACTIVITIES/ 

01PG SOURCE OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT/ 

Q1P7 MOST RECENT YEAR GUOQET OATA/ 

02PO DOES ORG SUGSCRIHE TO RIE?/ 

02P1A * RIE CURRENT SUBSCRIPTIONS/ 

02P1B ft CURRENT RIE SEMI -ANNUAL SUBS/ 

02P2A MONTH HIGHEST RIE USE/ 

Q2P2B MONTH LOWEST RIE USE/ 

02P3 ft TIMES STAFF CONSULTS RIE PER MONTH/ 

02P4 0 UNASSISTEO Ri*t USE COMPAREO TO STAFF/ 

Q3P0 OOES ORG HAVE SUBS TO CIJE7/ 

03P1A 0 MONTHLY CUE SUBSCRIPTIONS/ 

03P1B 0 SEMI "ANN CUt SUBS/ 

03P2A MONTH HIGHEST CUE USAGE/ 

03P2B MONTH LOWEST CUE USAGE/ 

03P3 * TIMES STAFF CONSULTS CUE PER MONTH/ 

Q3P4UfASSISTE0 CUE USE COMPAREO TO STAFF/ 

04P0 OOES ORG HAVE ERtC 00CUMENTS7/ 

Q4P1 OOES ORO HAVE ERlC MtCR0FlCHE7/ 

Q4P2 IS ORG SOC FOR ERtC 00CUMENTS7/ 

Q4P3 IS THE MICROFICHE A CLOSEO COLLECTION?/ 

Q4P4A 0 I NO PIECES' HICR0FJCHE7/ 

04P4B 0 I NO TITLES MICROFICHE/ 

04 PSA MONTH HIGHEST FICHE USAGE/ 

Q4P5B MONTH LOWEST FICHE USAGE/ 

04P6A 0 TIMES PER MONTH FlCHE USEO/ 

04P6B 0 TIMES FICHE TITLES USEO/ . 

Q4P7A 0 MICROFORM REAOERS/ ' 

04P76 0 MICROFORM REAOER -PR INTERS/ 

Q4P7C 0 OTHER MICROFICHE TO PAPER EQUIPMENT/ 

Q4P8A 0 OUPE PAGES MAOE BY INO USERS/ v ^ 

04P8B 0 DUPE PAGES- MAOE BY STAFF/ 

Q4P9 0 DUPE PGS MAOE BY STAFF fOR OTH ORG/ 

04P10 CAN ORG DUPLICATE MtCR0FlCHE7/ 

Q4P11 0 OUPLICME MICROFICHE MADE PER MOMTH/ 
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041*13 % OF 04P11 FORWARDED OY OTM INF OR PROVIDERS/ 

04P13 DflES ORG HAVE DEPOSIT ACCOUNT WITH EORS/ 

04P14 0 COPIES THESAURUS ERJC DESCRIPTORS/ 

04PHJ OOES ORQ HAVE ERIC DOCUMENTS IN PAPER?/ 

04P16 0 CRIC PAPER DOCUMENTS/ 

04P17 0 TIMES PAPER COPY BORROWED OR USED/ 

04P1R % PAPER DOC BRRWEO BY REO FROM OTH ORQ/ 

QSrO HAS ORG RECEIVED ERIC DOCUMENTS?/ 

U'iMAf Jf fRlC MICROriCHE OROf.REO TROM E0R5/ 

itflMA? # FRtC MICROFICHE ORDERFO FROM fITH SOURCES/ 

Ot>P> 101 > PAPER DOC ORDERED FROM EORS/ 

or>PtB2 # PAPER DOC ORDERED FROM OTHER SOURCES/ 

OGPO tIAS ORQ PERFORMED ONLINE SEARCHES?/ 

OGPfA MONTH WITH HIGHEST 0 ERIC SEARCHES/ 

OOP 10 MONTH WITH LOWEST 0 ERIC SEARCHES/ 

0GP2 HAS STAFF UStO THE ON-LlNt DATABASES?/ 

06P3A 0 STAFF SEARCHES JUST ERIC DATABASES/ 

Q6P30 0 STAFF SEARCHES CRIC AND OTHER DATABASES/ 

0GP3C # SRCHES ERIC ERIC AND OTHER DATABASES/ 

0GP4 % OF SRCHES SENT BY OTHER INFO PROVIDERS/ 

0GP5A % SEARCHES USlNQ LOCKHEED/ 

OGPCB % SEARCHES USING SOC/ 

06P5C ft SEARCHES USlNQ PRS/ 

06P50 t SEARCHES USlNQ OTHER SYSTEMS/ 

06P6 * ON-LINE SEARCHES SENT TO OTHER ORQ/ 

OOP 7 % SRCHES SENT TO OTH ORG ON ERIC DATABASE/ 

QBPft HAS STAFF MADE BATCH ERIC SEARCHES?/ 

QGP9 * BATCH SEARCHES ERIC BY STAFI7 

0GP10A NEGOT, RECEIVE OR CLARIFY REQUEST/ 

0GP10B CONSTRUpTlNG SEARCH STATEMENT/ 

0GP10C RUNNINO BATCH SEARCHES/ 

OGP10O REVIEW THE SEARCH OUTPUT/ 

Q7PIA HELO training sessions emp within org/ 

0?P1Q TRAIN SESS PEOPLE OUTSIDE ORG/ 

07P1C TRN SESS ORG EMP ERIC ANO OTHER DATABASES/ 

07P10 SAME AS 07P1C BUT OUTSIDE ORG/ 

Q?P2 # PEOPLE DURING LAST YEAR TO USE ERIC/ 

07P3A1 * NEWSLETTERS PRODUCED/ 

07P3A2 0 COPIES NEWSLETTERS DISTRIBUTED/ 

07P361 0 SPEC BIBLIOGRAPHIES PRODUCED/ 

07P3B2 0 SPEC BIBLIOGRAPHIES OISTRUBITEO/ 

07P3C1 0 ANALYTIC OR REV PUB PRODUCED/ 

07P3C2 0 ANALYTIC OR REV PUB DISTRIBUTED/ 

07P30! 0 ITEMS PRODUCED OTHER/ 

07P302 0 COPIES DISTRIBUTED OTHER/ 

07P3E4 0 ITEMS PRODUCED OTHER/ 

07P3E2 0 COPIES DISTRIBUTED OTHER/ 

08PIA1A INF PROFESS. HRLY RATE/ 

08P1A2A INF PROFESS. H&S PER MONTH/ 

06P161A EDUCATIONAL PROF. HRLY RATE/ 

06P1B2A EDUCATIONAL PROF . HRS PER MONTH/ 

06P1C1A OTHER PROFESSIONAL HRLY RATE/ 

06PIC2A OTHER PROFESSIONAL HRS PER MONTH/ 

08P101A TECH OR CLERICAL HRLY RATE/ 

O6P102A TECH OR CLERICAL HRS PER MONTH/ 

08P1E1A STUDENT HRLY. RATE/Q6P1E2A STUDENT HRS PER MONTH/ 
08P2A AVE 0 REQTS RECVO PER MONTH FOR REFERRALS/ 
06P3A X OF REFERRAL REOTS OF Q8P2A SATISFIED/ 
08P1A1B INF PROFESS. HRLY RATE/ 
Q8PU2B INF PROFESS, HRS PER MONTH/ 
Q6P1B1B EDUCATIONAL PROF • HRLY RATE/ 
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20 1 . 
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2R3 . 
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?ee . 

?87 . 
2H8 ■ 
2RG . 
?90, 
?91 . 
297, 

?*M . 
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296 . 
797 . 
?98 . 
?99, 
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value labels 



OflPin2B 

dnMorm 



onPiAic 

Q0P1A2C 
QQP1B1C 
QQP102C 
08 P I C 1 C 
QBP1C2C 
QflPTOIC 
QflP t02C 



INF 
INF 



PROFESS. 
PROFESS ♦ 



tOUCAT IONAL PROF ♦ HRS PER MONTH/ 
OTHER PROFESSIONAL HRLY RATE/ 
01 HER PROFESSIONAL HRS PER MONTH/ 
TFCH OR CLERICAL HRLY RATE/ 
TECH Oft CLERICAL HRS PER MONTH/ 
OflPlFtU STUOENT HRLY RA1E/00P1E2B STUOENT HRS PER MONTH/ 
O0P2H AVE 0 REOTS RECVO PER MONTH FOR REFERRALS/ 
O0P3O % OF REFERRAL REOTS OF 00P2Q SATISFIEO/ 

HRLY RATE/ 
HRS PER MONTH/ 
EOUCAT IONAL PROF* HRLY RATE/ 
EOUC AT IONAL PROF . HRS PER MOfcjTH/ 
OTHER PROFESSIONAL HRLY RATE/ 
OTHER PROFESSIONAL HRS PER MONTt (/ 
TECH OR CLERICAL HRLY RATE/ 
TECH OR CLERICAL HRS PER MONTH/ 
OHPtElC ST UP E NT. MRLY RATE/08P1E2C STUOENT HRS PER MONTH/ 
0BP2C AVE 0 REOTS RECVO PER MONTH FOR REFERRALS/ 
OOPHC % OF REFERRAL REQIS OF 08P2C SATISFIEO/ 
08P1A10 INF PROFESS, HRLY RATE/ 
Q0MA2O INF PROFESS, HRS PER MONTH/ 
0QP1Q10 EOUCATIONAL PROF. HRLY RA1E/ 
Q8P1B20 EOUCATIONAL PROF. HRS PER MONTH/ 
08P1C10 OTHER PROFESSIONAL HRLY RATE/ 
08P1C20 OTHER PROFESSIONAL HRS PER MONTH/ 
08P1010 TECH OR CLERICAL HRLY RATE/ 
08P103D TECH OR CLERICAL HRS PER MONTH/ 

Q8P1E10 STUOENT HRLY RA FE/08P IE 20 STUOENT HRS PER MONTH/ 
081*20 AVE 0 REOTS RECVO PER MbNTH FOR REFERRALS/ 
08P3& % OF REFERRAL REOTS OF 08P20 SATISFIEO/ 

HRLY RATE/ 
HRS PER MONTH/ 
PROF . HRLY RATE/ 
prof , ms PER MONTH/ 
OTHER PROFESSIONAL HRLY RATE/ 
QQP1C2E OTHER PROFESSIONAL HRS PER MONTH/ 
08P101E TECH OR CLERICAL HRLY RATE/ 
08P102E TECH OR CLERICAL HRS PER MONTH/ , a 
08P1E1E STUDENT HRLY RATE/08PJE2E STUOENT HRS PER MONTH/ 
Q8P2E AVE 0 REOTS RECVO PER MONTH FOR REFERRALS/ 
0BP3E % OF REFERRAL REO T S 0F^0eP2E SATISFIEO/ 
Q9PIA1 AMT CONT ARRNGMNT SALE OR REPO ERIC OOc/ 
09P1A2 AMT I NO PAY SALE OR REPO ERIC OOc/ 
09PIB1 AMT CONT ARRNGMNT H SRCH ERIC OATABASE/ 
09P1B2 I NO PAY SRCH ERIC OATABASES/ * 
09P1C1 AMT CONT OTHER SRVC BASECD ON ERlC PROD/ 
09P1C2 INO PAY OTH SERVICE BASEO ON ERIC PROO/ 
Q9P10I AMT CONT TOTAL/ 
09P102 TOTAL INO PAYMENT/ 

O1P3 t 0lP5 t 04P1 ( 04P3,04P1O,04P15,0GP2,0GPB (l)YES 
(2)N0 (7)N0T APP (8)00N'T KNOW <9>N0 RESPONSE/ 



Q2P2A.02P2B,03P2A*04P5A > 04P5B.06P1A.06P1B, 
03P2B (OI)JANUARY 

(02)FEBRUARY (03>MARCH (04)APRIL (05)MAY (06)jUNE 
<07)JULY (oe)AUGUST ( 09 ) SEPTEMBER ( t0>0CT0BER 
(fl)NOVEMBER (f2>0tcEMBER (77)NOT APPL 
<9B)00NT KNOW <99>UNKN0tfN/ 



Q8P1A1E 
OOP 1A2E 
08P1B1E 
08P 1B2E 
08P tC IE 



INF PROFESS. 
INF PROFESSi 
EOUCATIONAL 
EOUCATIONAL 
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04Pf ,04P2^04P3,04PtO«04P15,06P2«06PB« 
04Pl3,07PlA.07PtB*07PlC>07PlO ( 1 >YES (2>N0 



:>or> <3)dont know (7)not appl U)dont know (9>unknown/ 

'Mt t qipg O) colleoe or untv buoqet (2)state funos 

lOfl % (3>FEO GRANTS OR CONTR <4)PRIVATE FUNDING 

ao'l <S)OIR 01 LLANO OR CHARGE U)SCHOOL DUOCET I 

>in <7)0IH TMAt* SCH BUOQ (O)OTHER (O)UNKNOWN/ 

■Ml 

11? O2P4.03P4 (l)GREATER THAN <2)LESS THAN (3)A0OUT THE SAME 

:M:i UJOON'T KrtOW (O)NOT APPLICABLE/ 

MA \ 

niS Q6P10A ,QGp IOOiOGP tOC , OGP tQO ( 1 )OWN STAFF 

iff, <3>0THFR OEPT STAFF (3) OTHER ORG STAFF <7>N0T APP 

:iW (n)DDN'T KNOW (q)unknown/ 

110 01P2 (1)CEN CAMPUS FAC <2 DEPARTMENT FACILITY 

:i:'0 (a)STATE EO AGENCY U)LOC SCH LIO CENTER 

31M <5)HEA0 SCH L 10 CENT <6)SCH OIST RAO CENT 

;i?2 (7)EREC CLEARHOUSE (O)OTH FEO SUPP CLEAR 

3?3 (9)NJE-SUPP LAO OR CL ( 10) INTERM SERV PROV 

1 1-'I (H)PUOLIC LIORARY (12)S0C GR ORG 

h?s <13)busin or corp ( 14 )other (9b)d0n't knolf (99)unknown 

h?c value labels 02t>0.q3p0.q4p0,q5p0,q6p0 (1) no <2)yes 

:i?7 , valor Labels qopoa',qbpoo,obpoc,obpoo>obpoe (i)checkeo box 

^0 <2)n0t check eo (7>na 

:iUO ALl OCATE TRANSPACE*50000 ! 

:inO r IF (02P1A GT 97 AND Q2P10 G» 97 AND Q2P2A GT ,97 A NO Q2P2B 

mi OT 97 AND 02P3 GT 0997 AND Q2P4 GT 4) RIESUB»2 

:i:*2 

H3H IT (02P1A EO 0 ANO Q2P1B EO 0 AND Q2P2A GT 97 ANO Q2P20 

334 GT 97 AND Q2P3 GT 9997 AND Q2P3 GT 3) RIESUB»2 

I 335. IF i_ (Q2P0 EO 1) RIESUB "3 

^ ■ IT- (RIESUB NE 2 AND NE 3) RIESUB -1 

:v\ ; 

338 IF (03P1A GT 97 AND 03P1B GT 97 AND Q3P2A GT 97 ANO Q3P2B 

3,10. GT 97 ANO 03P3 GT 9997 AND 03P4 GT 4) CUESUB-2 

340, IF (03PU EO 0 AND 03P1B EO 0 AND 03P2A GT 97 ANO 03P2B GT 

3-11 97 ANO 03P3 GT 9997 ANO 03P3 GT 3) CIdESUB-2 

3-12, IT (03P0 EO 1) CldESUB -3 , 

343 IF (CldESUB NE 2 ANO NE 3) CIOESUB M 

344 VALUE LABELS RIESUB (i)RIE SUBSCRIBER <2)NDT RIE SUBSCRIBER/ 
345. CldESUB ( 1 )CIdE SUBSCRIBER ,<2)N0T CUE SUBS 

3 16 VALUE LABELS RIESUB (3) CHECKtO BOX/CIdESUB ( 3)CHECKE0 BOX 
. 347 . 

348 VALUE LABELS 102 ( 1 )CH * FACIL <2)RIE LIST <3)CIdE LIST 

349. <4)SRCH LIST <5)FICHE LIST <6)0EP ACCT LIST 

350. <7)E0RS OROER LIST 

351 , 

352 IF <Q4Pl EO 1 OR 04P2 EO t) ERICFICH *1 

353. IF (04P1 EO 2 OR EO 9) ERICFICH *2 

354. IF (04P0 EO "1 ) ERICFICH "3 

355. VALUE LABELS ERICFICH < 1 )^AS FICHE <2) NO FICHE <3>CHECK BOX 
356. 

357. IF (06P2 EO 1 OR 06PB EO 1 OR (06P3A GT 0 ANO LT 7777 OR < 

358. 06P3B GT 0 AND LT 7777 OR (06P3C GT 0 AND LT 7777 OR 

359. (06P9 GT 0 ANO LT 7777))))) ERICSRCH "1 I 

360. IF (06P0 EO 1) ERICSRCH -3 

361. IF (ERICSRCH NE 1 AND NE 3) ERICSRCH -2 

,362. VALUE LABELS ERICSRCH < 1 )HAS SEARCH <2>N0 SEARCH <3)CHECK BOX 
363. 

364, IF <\02 E0 6 0R Q4P*3 £ Q O OEPOSIT b I, * 

365, I F (OEPOSIT, NE t) OEPOSIT -2 
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4 11, 
-1 1?. 
4 13. 
4 1-1 
4 15 . 
4 1G , 
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420. 
4?t, 
4??, 
423, 
424. 
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VAI I IF I AC) El % 

r 
r 

VAI (IF i AI1F1S 
F 

I 



F1FP0SIT (O HAVE DEPOSIT <2>N0 DEPOSIT 

( 102 EQ 7 OR (QSPlAl GT O AND LT 111111 OR 

<03Pl81 OT O AND LT 777777) >> EORS -1 
( COWS NE 1 > EORS *2 
EOffS <t)MAS EORS <2>N0 EORS 

(RIESU8 EQ f AND ClUESUfl NE f AND ERICSRCM NE t 
AM) ERlCFlCH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE f AND EORS NE \ >GRP -f 
(RfFSUO Nt 1 AND CIUESU8 EQ f AND ERICSRCM Nt f AND 
ERlCFlCH NE t ANQ DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EORS NE f) ORP -2 

(R1ESUH NE t AND ClUESUB NE 1 AND ERlCSRCH EQ 1 AND 
FRlCFlCH NE f AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EORS NE f) GRP -3 

(RIESUB NE f AND ClUESUB NE 1 AND ERlCSRCH NE f AND 
ERlCFlCH EQ f AND DEPOSIT NE f AND EORS NE t> GRP *A 

(RfFSUB NE 1 AND ClUESUB Nt 1 AND ERlCSRCH NE f AND 
ERlCFlCH NE f AND DEPOSIT ED f AND EORS NE f) GRP -5 

<RIESU8 NE t AND ClUESUB NE f AND ERlCSRCH NE 1 AND 
ERlCFlCH NE f AND DEPOSIT NE f AND EORS EQ f) GRP -G * 

(RIESUB EQ f AND ClUESUB EQ 1 AND ERlCSRCH NE t AND 
ERlCFlCH NE f AND DEPOSIT NE f AND EORS NE 1) GRP -7 

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND ClUESUB NE f AND ERlCSRCH EQ 1 AND 
ERlCFlCH NE f AND DEPOSIT NE f AND EORS NE f) GRP -B 

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND ClUESUB NE 1 AND ERlCSRCH NE t AND 
ERICFICHlEQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NE f AND EORS NE t > GRP ~9 

(RIESUB EQ f AND ClUESUB NE 'f AND ERlCSRCH NE % AND 
ERlCFlCH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ f AND 
EORS NE f > GRP m ID 

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND ClUESUB NE f AND ERlCSRCH NE f AND 
ERlCFlCH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EDRS EQ f) OfcP -If 

(RIESUB NE f AND ClUESUB EQ f AND ERlCSRCH EQ 1 AND 
ERlCFlCH NE f AND DEPOSIT NE f AND EDRS NE f) GRP *12 

(RIESUB NE 1 AND ClUESUB EQ t AND ERlCSRCH NE 1 AND 
ERlCFlCH EQ f AND DEPOSIT NE f AND EORS N£ 1) GRP -*3 

(RIESUB NE 1 AND ClUESUB EQ f AND ERlCSRCH NE 1 AND 
ERlCFlCH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE f) GRP -14 

<RIESUB NE f AND ClUESUB EQ f AND ERlCSRCH NE 1 AND 
ERlCFlCH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE f AND EDRS EQ f) GRP -IS 

(RIESUB NE * AND ClUESUB NE f AND ERlCSRCH EQ f AND 
ERlCFlCH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EORS NE t ) GRP -IS 

(RIESUB NE f AND ClUESUB NE f AND ERlCSRCH EQ 1 AND i 
ERlCFlCH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 ANO EDRS NE 1) GRP -17 

(RIESUB NE 1 AND ClUESUB NE 1 AND ERlCSRCH EQ 1 AND' 
ERlCFlCH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EORS EQ 1) ORP -IS 
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(RIESUB NC 1 AND ClJESUB NE 1 AND ERlCSRCH NE t AND 
ERlCFtCM EO 1 A NO DEPOSIT EQ I ANO EDRS NE 1> GRP -10 

(RIFSUP NC 1 AND ClJGSUO NE 1 AND ERlCSRCH NE 1 AND 
ERtCFK.H EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NE I AMD EDRS EQ 1> CRP -20 

I Rt E SUU NE 1 AND C1JESUB NE 1 AND ERlCSRCH NE 1 AND 
CRlCriCM NE I AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND tDRS EQ 1) GRP "21 

(rECSHH EQ 1 ANO C1JESUD £Q 1 AND ERlCSRCH CO 1 AND 
FRtr.riCH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EDRS NE 1) GUP "22 

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND CUESUO EQ 1 AND ERlCSRCH NE I AND 

mcrrcM eq i and pepdsit ne i and edrs ne i) crp -23 

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND ClJESUB EQ 1 AND ERlCSRCH NE 1 ANO 
FRlCriCM NE 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS N£ 1) GRP "24 

(RltSUB EQ 1 AND ClJESUB EQ 1 AND ERlCSRCH NE 1 AND 
f RICF I CM NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 ANO EDRS EQ 1) GRP -25 

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND C1JESUD NE 1 AND ERlCSRCH EQ 1 AND 
TRICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EDRS NE 1> CRP -26 

(RtESUB EQ 1 AND ClJESUB NE 1 AND ERlCSRCH £Q 1 hUO 
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ.£ 1 AND EDRS NE 1) GRP -27 

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND ClJESUB NE 1 AND ERlCSRCH EQ 1 AND 
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP -2B 

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND ClJESUB NE. 1 AND ERICSTKH NE I AND 
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE 1) GRP -29 

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND ClJESUB NE 1 ANO ERlCSRCH NF 1 AND 
ERICTICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP -30 

(RIESUB EQ 1 AND' ClJESUB N£ 1 AND ERlCSRCH NE 1 AND 
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT F.Q 1 AND EDRS EQ 1) GffP -31 

(RIESUB NE 1 AND ClJESUB EQ 1 AND ERlCSRCH EQ 1 AND 
ERICFICH EQ 1 ANO DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EDRS NE 1) GPP -32 

(RIESUB NE 1 AND ClJESUB EQ I AND ERlCSRCH EQ 1 AND 
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE 1) GRP 03 

(RIESUB NE 1 AND ClJESUB EQ 1 AND ERlCSRCH EQ 1 AND 
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EDRS EQ 1> GRP -34 

(RIESUB NE 1 AMD ClJESUB EQ 1 AND ERlCSRCH NE 1 AND 
ERICFICH EQ 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE 1) GRP -35 

(RIESUB NE 1 AND ClJESUB EQ 1 ANO ERlCSRCH NE 1 AND 
ERICFICH EQ 1 ANO DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP -36 

(RIESUB NE 1 AND ClJESUB EQ 1 AND ERlCSRCH NE 1 AND 
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS EQ 1) GRP -37 

(RIESUB NE 1 ANO ClJESUB NE 1 AND ERlCSRCH EQ 1 AND 
ERICFICH EQ 1 ANO DEPOSIT EQ 1 AND EDRS NE 1) GRP "38 

(RIESUB NE 1 ANO ClJESUB NE 1 ANO ERlCSRCH EQ 1 AND - 
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530 
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537 
53R . 
539 
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S44, 
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54G . 
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rnicncii ed i and deposit ne i and edrs to i) grp -30 

4 RU Still Nt I AND CIJESUO NE 1 AND ERICSRCH tQ 1 AND * 
TRlCrlCM Nt 1 AMD DEPDSIT EQ 1 AND tORS EQ 1) GRP "40 

( R 1 E r»Ufl NE 1 AND CIJESUO NE 1 AND ERICSRCH NE % AND 

rnicrr icii eo i and deposit eq i and eors to U grp -<m 

(tTIFSUn FO 1 AND CIJESUO EO \ AND ERICSRCH FO 1 AND 

rfticrlcn eo i and deposit ne \ and edrs Nt t> grp -42 

^ 

(pltSUti FO 1 AND CUESUB EO 1 AND ERlCSftCH EO 1 AND 
FR1CMCH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT EO 1 AND EDRS NE 1) GRP -A3 

{RirStit* FO 1 AND CIJESUO FO 1 AND ERICSRCH EO 1 AND 
CftlCrlCH Nt 1 A NO DEPOSIT NE 1 AND EDRS EQ 4) GRP -4A 

fRlCSUU EO 1 AND CIJESUO EO 1 AND ERICSRCH Nt 1 AND 
r.fffcMCH EO 1 AND DEPOSIT EO 1 AND EDRS NE 1) GRP -13 

(R1F5UB EO 1 AND CIJESUO EO 1 AND ERICSRCH Nt 1 AND ' 
FRlCriCH EO 1 AND DEPOSIT NE I AND EDRS EO 1) GRP *<16 

unrsua eo i and cuesuo eo i and ericsrcm ne i and 

rRlCriCH NE 1 AND DEPOSIT EO 1 AND EDRS EO D ORP -47 

(RlESUO EO 1 AND CIJESUO NE l" AND ERICSRCH EO 1 AND 
ER1CFICM EO 1 AND DEPOSIT EO 1 AND EDRS NE 1> GRP -AO 

(RIESUO EO 1 ANO CUE SUB NE 1 AND ERICSRCH EO 1 AND 
ERICFICH EO 1 AND DEPDSIT NE 1 AND EDRS EO 1) GRP -49 

(RIESUO EO 1 AND CIJESUO NE 1 AND ERICSRCH EO 1 AND 
ERICFICH NE 1 AND DEPDSIT EO t AND EDRS EO 1) GRP -50 

('RIESUB EO 1 AND CtJESUQ NE 1 AND ERlC&RCH Nt 1 AND 
tRlCFlCH EO 1 AND DEPDSIT EO 1 AND EDRS EO U GRP -51 

(RIESUB NE 1 A NO CUESUB EO 1 AND ERICSRCH EO 1 AND 
ERICFICH EO 1 AND DEPDSIT EO 1 AND EDRS NE 1) GRP -5? 
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■ APPENDIX C 
ACCESS POINT PRIMARY SURVEY 
DESCRIPTION OF METHODS 



C* 1 Description of Survey 

The final question In the Access Point .Screener Survey was a request 
for access point participation In the Access Point Primary Survey* Access 
Points were asked to volunteer to collect the names and addresses of ERIC 
Requestors using the Request Card, a sample of which was Included as part of 
the Screener questionnaire* 

Altogether, 249 access points agreed to participate in the Primary 
Survey* The ERIC Clearinghouses and the ERIC Facility were asked to monitor 
RIE, CUE, ERIC searching, and ERIC documents* Remaining access points were 
asked to monitor one of these categories, depending upon the sample list from 
which the access. point was drawn for the Screener Survey* 

Access points which volunteered to participate in the Primary Survey 
were assigned 10, 20, or 30 Request Cards to be filled out over a period of up 
to four weeks* These initial assignments were made based on the monthly demand 
reported in the Screener Survey, as follows; 



ERIC Category 


Number of 
Request Cards 
Assigned 


Monthly Requests 
Reported in 
Access Point 
Screener Survey 


RIE, 


10 


10 or fewer 


CUE, and 


20 


11-20 


Searching 


30 


more than 20 


ERIC 








10 


200 or more 




20 


201-300 




30 


more than 300 
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All the access points which agreed to participate in the Primary 
Survey were mailed survey packages containing the following: 

• 10, 20, or 30 Request Cards 

• An instruction manual 

• Forms for transmitting Request Cards to King Research on 
a weekly basis 

• Post-paid return envelopes 

Altogether, 6,350 Request Cards were distributed. Each Card was 
individually numbered with a unique ten-digit serial number encoding (a) the 
type of product or service to be monitored, (b) the identification number of 
the access point (carried over from the Screener Survey), (c) a .unique serial 
number identifying the Request Card, and (d) the organization type Ce*g*, ERIC 
Clearinghouse, .academic library, etc*) of the access point, also carried over 
from the Screener Survey* 

¥ 

Of the 249 access points which Agreed to participate in the Primary 
Survey, responses were received from 168, or 67 percent* Of the 6,350 Request 
Cards distributed, a total of 2,628 were returned* Table C.l illustrates the 
returns on this survey* Reasons for disagreement to participate in the Fri-' 
mary Survey included (a) too busy to participate, 1 and/or (b) not enough ERIC 
use to justify participation* 

C*2 Survey Management 

Request Cards were distributed to participating access points begin- 
ning in January 1981, and responses were received as follows; January (0-1%), 
February (0*2%), March (63.6%), April (34*1%), May (1,3%), No Date Given £0.8%). 
Thus, responses to the survey must be viewed as representative of ERIC requests 
occurring during Spring- According to data on seasonal variation supplied by 
ERIC access points, the data collection period occurred neither at the high 
point nor ac the lov point of ERIC usage. 
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Tabic C.l Participation In the Acceua Point Scrccncr Survey 
by ERIC Category 





Number of 


Number 


Numb c r 


Number 


Category 


Access 


of Access 


of 


of 




. Points 


Points 


Request 


Request 




which 


which 


Cards 


Cards 




Agreed 


Actually 


Distribu- 


Re- 




to 


Partici- 


ted 


ceived 

\» -L V ^+ \A 




Participate 


pated 






RIE 


61 


. 27 


1,210 


332 


CUE 


57 


\26 


1,280 


280 


Searching 


113 


70 


2,450 


1,216 


Documents 


69 


47 


1,410 


800 


Total 


300 1 


170 1 


•6,350 


2,628 


SOURCE : 1 


King Research, Inc* , 


ERIC Cost and Usage 


Study, Access 


Point Primary 



Survey, 1981. 



1 



The access points in ERIC Clearinghouses & Facility category (n=17) were 
asked to monitor ERIC products and services in all four categories; thus, 
they appear in each row of these two columns. 



I ® 
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In terms of the coverage of all ERlC requests occurring during the 
data collection period, many of the access points which participated reported 
that their "take" of Request Cards underreported their actual ERIC demand 
during the data collection period, either because staff were not available 
during all service hours or because the ERIC product being monitored was out 
of sight of the reference desk or other monitoring point. Because of this 
underreporting, the Primary Survey Request Cards were not analyzed by them- 
selves but Instead were used, for each sampling group of access points, to 
subdivide the monthly requests reported In the Screener Survey Into "assisted", 
"unassisted 11 , and "staff, use" categories. (Details on calculations contribut- 
ing^to estimating total annual usage by these types of use are given In 
Appendix G*) 

Not all the Request Cards returned were "useable" for the purpose 
of developing the Requestor Population Survey sample* Approximately 30 per- 
cent were returned without either the topic or title of the request or with- 
out the name and, address of the requestor* Despite this, nearly all of the 
access points which supplied Request Cards were covered In the Requestor Popu- 
lation Survey mallout. 

C* 3 The Instruction Manual . 

A copy of the instruction manual sent to the participating Primary 
Survey access points is displayed on the following pages* 
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King Research* Inc. 
P. 0. Box 71 
Rockville, Md. 20850 
(301) 881-6766 



ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY 
ACCESS POINT PRIMARY SURVEY 
INSTRUCTION MANUAL 



A* T^cse instructions are for: 



(Note: Your "ID Number" Is In the upper, right-hand corner of the label*) 

s 

You are monitoring the following: 

1* Resources In Education (RIE) 

2* Current Index to Journals In Education (CUE) 

3* Cbn^uter searching of the ERIC Data Base 

4* ERIC Documents 

Your assignment is as follows* 

1 



4. 



Begin filling out the Request. Cards two working days after 
you receive these instructions* 

is th£ total number of Request Cards which you 



should fill 'out. 

Continue filling out the Request Cards until your supply 
is used up or until four weeks have passed from your 
start date, whichever coaes Jirst* 

Each week return a Transmittal Log with the Request Cards 
collected during that week* Return the Final Transmittal 
Log when you return your final shipment of Request Cards* 
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ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY 
ACCESS POINT PRIMARY SURVEY 
INSTRUCTION MANUAL 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 



Section Title Page 

1. Purpose and Description of the Study j 1 

2- How to Fill Out Request Cards / A 

3* How to Keep Track of or "Tally" Requests 9 

/ 

A. What Counts as a Request? , 9 

5* When Should a Request Card be Filled out? 10 

6* How to Contact King Research/When King Research Will 

' Contact You 1A 

7* When to send Request Cards to King Research 1A 
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1* Purpose and Description of the Study 

During the course of data collection, you will receive re^ucato for 
information about the overall study. Users will also be interested in why in** 
formation is being collected on their own particular uses. Onn side of the 
Request Card contains a description of the survey for which you are collecting 
data* Cards are reproduced on the next two pages* 
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ERIC 


COST and USAGE STUDY 


— ERIC REQUEST CARD — 



USE 
BLACK INK 



This is o voluntary survey being conducted under contract to the National Institute of Education 
(NIE) by King Research, Inc., P.O. Box 71, Rockvillc, Maryland 20850, (301) 881-6766. 



.D. NUMBER 



MONTH 



OAY 



NAME OF REQUESTOR: 



MAILING 

ADDRESS 

INCLUDING 

ZIP CODE: 



TELEPHONE NUMBER ( J 

ArtlCodt NUMBER 


TITLE OR Please Insert the number of ERIC 
TOPIC OF documents (microfiche or paper- 
REOUEST* c°Py) used, if applicable; 


1. TYPE OF PRODUCT OR SERVICE IN- 
VOLVED (Circle all applicable codes! 
ERIC'S Rl£ 01 


3. WAS REQUESTOR ASSISTED 8Y 
STAFF? (Circle 1, 2, or 3) 

Yet 1 

No 2 


ERlC'sCUE 02 

ERiC Online Search 03 


Requestor was a 

Staff Member 3 


ERIC Batch Search 04 

cRtC Microfiche 05 

ERIC Printed Report 06 

ERlCPrinred Sinography 07 




4. HOW WAS REQUEST RECEIVED? 
(Circle 1, 2, 3, or 4) 
In Person 1 


0:her Com;>j:er Databases 09 


Telephone 2 


G:her doajmentt 10 


Mail 3 






11 


i 4 




m 1 


2, iVAS THE ERIC THESAURUS USED? 
"Ocis 1, 2, or 3! 

^1 

V . . * 2 . 


5. HOW WAS RESPONSE DELIVERED? 
(Circle al! applicable codes) 

In Person 1 

Telephone 2 

M.'t . 4 3 

Other (D^iCfihej 

J 



DESCRIPTION OF 
THE ERIC COST AND 
USAGE STUDY 



This sti dy is being conducted by King Research, Inc., under contract 
to the U.S. Department of Education's National Institute of Education (NIE). 
It is a study of the usage of ERIC (Educational Resources Information Center) 
and of the costs associated with ERIC products and services. ERIC is a 
national system which is responsible for the following information products and 
services: 

1. Resources in Education (RIE), a monthly Journal which abstracts 
and indexes the educational report literature, / 

2. Current Index to Journals in Education (CUE), a monthly Journal 
which covers the educational periodical literature, 

3. ERIC documents in both microfiche and papercopy. 

a. The ERIC bibliographic database , which is accessible for computer 
searching through a variety of services. 

As part of this study, King Research, a private research firm, has con- 
tacted a sample of organizations which provide one or more of the above ERIC 
products or services. A major part of the study involves collecting data from 
individual users of an ERIC product or service from one of the four categories 
listed above. The names and addresses of users are being collected using the 
Request Cards printed on the reverse side of this form. A sample of these 
users of ERIC wil! then be contacted within the next several weeks by mail 
using a self-administered questionnaire designed to follow up on the use of a 
specific ERIC product or service. Individual names and addresses will not be 
reported. All data wilt be reported in aggregated form so that individual iden- 
tities cannot be determined. The list of individuals* names end addresses will 
be destroyed following completion of the survey. 

The data from these and other survey activities will be combined to de- 
velop the first comprehensive statistical picture of the ERIC system in nearly 
a decade. NIE will use the data for planning, policy development and re- 
search purposes. The most important questions we hope this study wilt 
answer are [I). how is access to ERIC provided throughout the United States, 
(2) who uses ERIC and how, and (3) how much does this usage cost? 

Naturally, all cooperation in this survey is voluntary. We believe that a 
high degree of cooperation will ultimately iead to improvements in educational 
dissemination as a whole as well as a better understanding of the costs and 
benefits of the ERIC system in particular. 

if you have any questions on the conduct of the survey, please contact; 

Colleen Schell 
Survey Director 
King Research, Inc. 
P.O. Box 71 

Rockville, Maryland 20852, 
(301} 881-6766 



2. Hov to Fill Out Uccjucst Card?: 

Seta o£ HftTC Request Cards arc included in this data collection package*. 
One side, of the Request Card contains a description of the survey* The other 
side of the card contains a space for inserting the name and mailing address of 
the ERIC requestor, the nature of the request and five precoded questions which 
you will answer by circ]ing the appropriate code. .* 



follows: 



Detailed instructions on huw to fill out the request card arc as 



A* Month, Day and ID . Your organization's ID code will already be 
stamped on the Request Card and is needed for our recordkeeping 
purposes* (The H)# identifies your organization*) The mont^h 
^and day will be filled in by you indicating the date of the re- 
quest*. , Month and day information is necessary so thsit esti- 
mates of daily or. weekly usage can be cocpared with estimates of 
monthly usage obtained in the Screener Survey which was conducted 
earlier* 



Use the following codes for Month: 



January 01 

February 02 

March 03 

April * ** . OA 

May *****. . . 05 

June 06 



July**.*" 07 

August 08 

September 09 

October 10 

November 11 

December "* * 12 



Use the following 
codes for Day: 



CI 
02 
03 

04* * . etc * 

through 

31 



■C=*re of Requestor, Nailing Address Including Zip Code, and 
Telephone Number * The name and current .mailing address of the 
requestor will be fillti in* by you, By current » we r.ean a 
nailing address where the requestor car. be reached over the nex: 



eighi weeks. Ir. nearly- ail instances, the nailing address 
should be the requestor' s ■ current residence. 



RIC 
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Also* you will need to ask the requestor for his/her current 
.telephone number n number where the requestor can be reached 
over the next eight weeks* 

The name, mailing address and telephone number arc being re- 
quested so that a sample of ERIC users can be surveyed about 
their use of and satisfaction with the ERIC product being us|d 
during this data collection period* Once the survey analyei§ 
is completed, all records nf names and addresses vill be des- 
troyed. 



Title or Topic of the Request * In this space, we are asking you 
to briefly describe why. the requestor is requesting , or using the 
particular ERIC product* ■ This description can be specific or 
general, depending on the requestor s response* For example, if 
the requestor initially asks for a specific document, the docu- 
ment title will be written in this space* If the requestor has 
a topical or subject request, a brief description of the request 
topic will be recorded* 



The title or topic of the request will.be used in the survey of 
ERIC requestors* The Request Card itself will be copied onto 
the questionnaire which we mail to the requestor in order to re- 
mind him or her of the nature of the request* 
* * 

Exaapies of the topic or title, of the request are: 
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Tiules: 



Classroom observation techniques 
Pass fail grading 

Assessing Bilingual Instructional' Practices 
and Outcomes: A Precision Approach to an 
Old Dilerr.ma 

Identifying Future Research and Training 
Programs for l*nlversitv-E~^ed Secondary 
Education Departments 
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Please note: il you are monitoring requests 
for ERIC documents (microfiche or papercopy), 
please insert the number of documents (report 
titles on microfiche or papercopy), if appli~ 
cable * 



^ / J 



^u*.\sci<- 1. Type of product or service Involved. Circle the 
numbcr(s) next to thd product or service being used or requested 
by the requestor. CIRCLE AS MANY NUMBERS AS APPLY . Remember 
one: of the circled numbers must be the ERIC product or service 
:;Uich you have bctin assigned to monitor. 



Definitions of the categories In Q.l are: 



:RLC 



01. ERIC f s RIE Resources In Education , a monthly 

journal which abstracts and In- 
dexes the educational report 
llteraturei 

02* ERIC f s CIJE Current Index to Journals In Edu- 
cation > a monthly journal which, 
covers the educational periodi- 
cal literature* j 

03* ERIC*s Online Searching Computerized searching of the ERIC 

bibliographic database, usually 
conducted through use of a terminal 
Interacting via telephone lines 
..with a host ^mputer. 

OA* ERIC f s Batch Searching Computerized searching of the ERIC 

* bibliographic database, usually 

conducted by grouping several re- 
quests together for submission at 
one time to a host computer* 

05. ERIC's Microfiche Pages photographically reduced to 

fit on an Index-card sized piece 
of film, requiring use of a magni 4 - 
fylng device to read* _ 

06* ERIC's Printed Report t*Any report produced or su^p^ied by 

ERIC, usually with an "ED" Identi- 
fying number/ which ±$ printed on 
paper* 

07. E^IC's Printed Bibliography*.. Any list of bibliographic references 

(other than computer printout) which 
is produced and distributed on paper 
by ERIC or any of, its 16 Clearinghouses 

OS. Other Printed Indexes, Any printed indexing or abstract- 

. ing publication other than RIE or 
CUE, for example psychological 
Abstracts . Education Index, 
Reader's guide, etc. 

09. Other Computer Databases . * . Computerized searching of databases 

other than ERIC. 

IC. Other 1 Documents ■ Microfiche or documents not produced 

or supplied by ERIC, 

-11 . Ct-£r (describe) Any other product' or service not 

Included above. 
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The data generated by sorting and tabulating cards by these 
categories will be compared with estimates obtained in the 
Screener Survey. Estimates of usage will be made for each of 
the four product or service categories. 

Question 2* Was the ERIC Thesaurus used? Circle M l n if the 
ERIC Thesaurus was used either by the requestor £r by your staff 
in connection with this request* 

We intend to use this question to help estimate the proportion 
of ERIC use which also involves use of a printed copy of the 
Thesaurus of ERIC Descriptors* 

Question 3* Wa^ Requestor Assisted by Staff? Circle the number 
next to the category which is appropriate to the request* Cir- 
cle one number on^y* 

If your staff assisted the requestor* circle n l"* 

If your staff did nW assist the requestor, circle "2 M * 

If the requestor was a staff number, circle "3"* 

This information is needed to provide help to estimate unassisted 
uses of ERIC. ^ 

* 

Question A. How was request received? Circle the number next to* 
the actual nethod by which the request was received. Circle one 
nimber or/y * 

If the request was received in person, circle "1". 
If the request was received by telephone, circle "2". 
If the request was received by nail, circle M 3", 
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If you circle A "other", please describe briefly what the other 
nethod is in the space provided* 

r Analysis of this question will provide basic' information on how 

physical access to ERIC is initiated* * * 

Question 5* How was response delivered? The instructions 
for Question 5 correspond to those in Question A* In many cases 
the response will be identical* Examples of cases where it may 
differ are when requests are received -Vy telephone, and then re- 
sponded to by mail* 

In summary, the few data items on the request ca^d will allow us to 
generate descriptions of the general, characteristics of ERIC requests* In 
the weeks following, a sample of requestors will be contacted to measure their 
use of and satisfaction vith che ERIC product or service* 

3* How to Keep Track of or "Tally" Requests 

We would like to have a Request Card completed each time your assigned 
ERIC product or service is requested or used during the data collection period* 

'i 

We realize this may not be possible if many people are using your assigned ERIC 
produce/service during the same time period* However, the closer '^the number of 
Request Cards comes to the tbtal actual uses, the more accurate, and cherefore 
useful* the analysis v*ill be* 

Vhat Counts as a Request? 

A recuest occurs any, time an individual, assisted or unassisted by your 
staff, zskz to use or uses che assigned ERIC product or service you 'are monitoring* 
-A-v rczuisis ir.ir.ic.ze6 by telephone or mail requests or inquiries of this ERIC 
rroc-ct Srrvici should also be considered/ Each separate request needs a Request 
Card l^tec . . rcr exarple, the same, requestor cay use the same ERIC product/ 

service zar. tin^s curing rhe data collection period. This- would count 'as ten 
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5 . When Should a Request Card be Filled Out? 

A Request Card should be filled out whenever an individual requests 
or uses the ERIC producit or service which your organization has been assigned 
to tnonitor* ' 



The following guidelines will help you in decidiag when to fill out 
a Request Card; A Request Card should be filled out when you observe someone 
using your assigned ERIC product or service* The Request Card should be filled 
out only if the ERIC product or service you am monitoring is actually requested 
or used* The Request Card should also be filled out eath tine your assigned 
product or service is used by a staff member* r \^ 

\ ^ 

In other words, we would like you to fill out a Request Card each tit 
an individual (including a meri^er of your staff ) obtains, reads, copies, or o^her 
wise uses the ERIC product or se'Sjvite assigned to your organization to monitor, 
These Request Cards reflect requests or usage of your assigned ERIC product or 



service for: 



Assisted usage (your staff helps the potential ERIC user 
with the product or service)* Requests ere "assisted 1 ' 
when both the requestor and a staff member are involved in 
using the ERIC product or service to help answer the re- 
questor's question* Examples of staf f-assisted requests 
are the following: 

• A librarian helps a teacher search for relevant ERIC 
r documents using RIE by helping the teacher identify rele* 
vant ERIC descriptors, , 



1/ 



m A 'Student assistant reprieves an ERIC microfiche from 

a "closed" ERIC microfiche collection in response to 

* "\ ■ 

another student 1 s - microfiche request* 



ERIC 



• A librarian pe'rforins an online conputer search of the ERIC 
bibliographit database for a student teacher* 

• 28.1 



2, Unas*; ir> ted uaaftc (the potential ERIC user is familiar with 
the ERIC product or service, and helps (him/her) self to the 
information)* Requests are "unassisted" when the Requestor 
uses the ERIC product or service without the help of a staff 
member. Examples of such instances are the following: 

• A student retrieves a fiche from an "open" collection 
for his own Use, 

• A professor does her own online searching of the ERIC 
database * 

• A teacher examines CIJE on his own to identify relevant 
journal articles, N 

You will run into so toe situations which require -you to make judgements 
about the requestor and the use of the ERIC product or service. Two specific 
instances may arise which will require special considerations when you. are de- 
termining if a request is staff ^assisted or not. 

The first is a "directional" request* That is, an individual ntay ask 
you a directional question such as "where are your copies of RIE?" Is this a 
scaf f-assisted request? Generally, no; "directional 11 and related types of re- 
quests should be excluded from the "staff-assisted" category since these do not 
involve you in the actual use of the ERIC product or service which you have been 
asked to zonitor. 

The second instance may arise when you approach a requestor to fill 
out th* data in the Request Card. What if a requestor, after you have asked him 
for his ~az± ^d address, asks you to help hin? Should you then classify this 
as a "staff-assisted" request? It depends. If you end up actually helping the 
parser, use Z1JZ zr.d you have been assigned to monitor CIJE, you should certalnlv 
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classify this as a staff-assisted request. If, on the other hnnd t thu individual 
asks you to help him or her obtain or uuc some information product or service 
other . than the one you have been asked to monitor, then you should not clancify 
this as a sta|f-assisted request* 

On the following page we have outlined some unusual situations and des- 
cribed what you should do If you encounter any of the outlined situations* These 
situations are only examples* if you encounter any situation about which you are 
undecided* please call Colleen Schell, collect, at (301) 881^6766 for guidance* 



EXAMPLES OF 
"PROBLEM" SITUATIONS 



IF, 



THEN .... 



.the requestor uses several different 
types of ERIC products or services,- 
in addition to the one assigned to 
your organization. 

.the requestor comes back several 
days in a row and balks at being 
surveyed again. 



.the requestor has an ERIC computer 
search- performed, and your organic 
zation is monitoring ERIC computer 
searching. 

.the requestor refuses to supply 
name and address. 



you go up to a requestor to ask for 
his/her name and address and the re- 
questor then asks for your assis- 
tance in using ERIC, is this 
"assisted" or "unassisted*' use? 



.circle all the* appropriate code 
numbers under the "Type of Fro- 
duct/Service Involved 11 question. 

.mark the space ''for name and 
address with "Duplicate 11 , tell 
him/her that he/she will not be 
surveyed twice by mail, and fill 
in the rest of the card. (Re- 
member: the number of Request 
Cards you fill out should equal 
the number of requests*) 

.wait till the requestor has had 
a chance to review the full 
search output before sending us 
the Request Card. 

.try to fill out the j ^ es. t of the 
Request Card and write "Refusal 11 
by the name and address section 
of the Request Card. 

• "assisted 11 because the requestors 
use of or satisfaction with/ ERIC 
may be dependent upon the type o'f 
as sis tance ^provided. 



.you have a closed collection re *; 
quiriaft that the requestor seek 
staff assistance. 



.this is considered an "assisted 11 
request* 



.a requestor gives you or your staff 
a list of ED numbers. 



.you receive directional requests 
5 u ch as "where is the ERIC micro- 
rich collection? 11 or "what hours 
are zhe ERIC microfiche collection 

available?" 



■be sure to ask the requestor yhat 
is the tdpic or nature of the re- 
quest. 

.these "directional" requests are 
not within the scope of this 
study and therefore a Request 
Card ^should not be conpleted.* 
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the number of Request Cards you send us at 
d of the week shouTd approximate the number of 
uests which resulted in the total number of requests 
your assigned ERIC product or service. 



C-18 



2RC 



6, 



How to Contact King Research /When King Research Will Contact You 



You can call King Research at anv time before or during data collection, 
The pctson to contact is Colleen Schcll, Survey , Director. If she in unavailable 
Dr* Dennis McDonald, the Project Director can help you. Both arc very willing 
to respond to any request you may have and/or any qucstioniTon the project and 
data collection. Also, if you run into any problems, thfey will be glad to help 
in any way possible* ' " 

When you call, please call collect at (301) 881-6766 for Colleen Schelly 

or 

(202) 393-2619 for Dennis McDonald. 

i 

The mailing address for King Research is: 



King Research, Inc- 
P. 0, Box 71 
Rockville, Md* 20850 



7. 



. When to Send Request Cards to KlrsK jjgsy a r ch 



Included in your data collection materials are Transmittal Logs and 
returr. envelopes" for sending L thc Request Cards , back to King Research* 

At tht end of each weak of data collection, you tuust return the com- 
pleted request cards and a transmittal log in the postage-paid return envelopes 
to: 



r.ing research, ,mc. 
P. O, Eo}: 71 , 
Rockville, y m £ m j 20650 



Please rubber band all the corrplci^d Ke^uest Cards together and fill 
ut 2. Transmittal leg for each package you send. .The transmittal Ic£ asks for; 
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1/ Total number of Request Cards sent; 

2. Does this number approximate the number of ..requests which 
resulted in the use of your assigned ERIC product/service; 

3. If no on item 2, why not ™ describe what circumstances 
made it difficult to collect request cards for the addi-" 
tional uses; and 

4. If no on item 2* how many actual uses of your assigned 
ERIC product/service were made. 

Send the package to King Research on each Monday following a week of 
data collection* Please call Colleen Schell at King Research if you are unable 
to send the package at the desired time* 

Also* when you return your last package of Request Cards :o us f please 
also return the filled-out Final Transmittal Log* 



THANK YOU FOR YOUR 
CONTINUING COOPERATION. 



\ 



\ Ring Research, Inc. 
Pi 0* Box 71 . t - 
Rockville, Md. 20650 
(301) 881^6766 





THE ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY 






* TRANSMITTAL LOG 


* 


* 


FOR ERIC REQUEST CARDS 






Return thl^ Log at* the end of 






each week during which you are 






v monitoring ERIC* 

* * 





ID# 



Total Number of Completed 
Request^ Cards in this package: 



DATE: 



' (Mqnth) (Day) 



(Enter Number) 



Check the box to the right if 
the number of Request Cards does 
not approximate the total number 
of requests which resulted in the . 
use of your^assigned ERIC product 
or service: r . 

Briefly explain the reasons for the 
added requests: y 



(Check Box) 



V' 1 



Nunber of Actual Requests: 



Signature of Staff Member: 



Telephone Number of Staff Member: ( J_ 



(Enter Number) 
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King Resea: 

0. 3bs 71 .\ 
Rockville, Md. 20850' 
(301) 6S1t6766 
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THE ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY 
FINAL TRANSMITTAL LOG 
FOR ERIC [REQUEST CARDS 



Please return this Ldg with your Final 
shipment of Request Cards, along with the 
' weekly Transmittal Log. 



T 



I 



TDi 



i DATE: 



(Month), (Day) 



1. Insert the total number of Request Cards returned s\iza 
you began monitoring ERIC for this study 

2. How many "working days 11 did it take you to coinplete 
these ERIC Request Cardfe? (For example, if you are 
open for service 6 hodrs per day, 6 hours would count 

as one "working day.") 

3. Altogether, excluding holidays, semester breaks (if * 
applicable), and closing during the summer, etc., how 

* many "working days" is your organization open during 

the year ? \ 

. 

4. It>is possible that the number of ERIC requests you receive 
varies from month-to-mbnth and season-to-season. Based 

on the number of ERIC requests you have observed in this 
> survey, please estimate how thefee requests vary from 
month-to-month: 



J£; FEB -MAR APR MAY JUH JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 

For example, if you observed 10 requests In March, and March 
Is doncally twice as busy as January, Insert "10" in the March 
b*ox and "5' u iin the January box* This will help us adjust the 
-irsbsr of requests you have observed for seasonal variations. 
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C.4 Request Card 

A copy of the Request Card used in the Primary Survey is displayed 

t 

on the next page. 



V 
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ERIC 



- 6 



C-23 



2.9 



(Name of access point was inserted here.) 



PLEASE 
PRINT 





ERIC 


COST and USAGE STUDY 


7 ERIC REQUEST CARD 



USE 
§LACK INK 



This is a . voluntary survey being conducted under contract to the National Institute of Education 
(NIE) by King Research, Inc., P.O. Box71, Rockville, Maryland ( 20B50, (301) 881-67,66. 



























- 














MONTH 




DAY 




LD. NUMBER 




NAME OF REQUESTOR: 



MAILING 

ADDRESS 

INCLUDING 

ZIP CODE:. 



TELEPHONE NUMBER t 



Area Code 



NUMBER 



TITLE OR 

TOPIC QF 
REQUEST: 



Please Insert number of ERIC docu- 
ments Cmicroflqhe or papercopy) 
used, If applicable: 



TYPE OF PRODUCTOR SERVICE IN- 
VOLVED (Circle all applicable codes) 

ERIC's RIE 01 

ERIC's CUE \ t 02 

ERIC Online Search * 03 

ERIC Batch Search 04 

ERIC Microfiche 05 

ERIC Printed Report 06 

ERICPrinted Bibliography 07 

Other Printed Indexes 08 

Other Computer Databases 09 

Other Documents 10 

Other (Described ! ! 

" : 11 



WAS REQUESTOR ASSISTED BY 

STAFF? (Circle 1,2, or 3) 

Ye*_ 1 

No 2 

Requestor was a 
Staff Member 3 



HOW WAS REQUEST RECEIVED? 

(Circle 1, 2,3, or 4) 

In Person 1 

Telephone 2 

Mail f 3 

Other (Describe) 

' * 4 



WAS THE ERIC THESAURUS USED? 

(Circle 1,2, or J3)_ 

Yes 1 

No '. 2 

Don't Know . . , 3 



HOW WAS RESPONSE DELIVERED? 

(Circle all applicable codes) 

In Person 1 

Telephone , 2 

Mail . 3 

Other (Describe) , 
' 4 
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C.5 Request Card File Description 

Listed on the following pages is the description for individual 
Request Card records* * , 



1. ^ 
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\ 
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er|c 



-1 . 

Vt 

ft 

7 . 

to- 

1 J,. 
12 . 

fn. 
ii . 
1*1 . 
in . 

17 

in . 
in . 

?o, 

2 t, 
??* 

?n . 

24 , 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28, 
29, 
30< 

m , 

32 ♦ 

r 3!i + 
36, 

r>7 + 
3a. 

39 ♦ 
10 + 
4 1 . 
42. 
43 t 
44 t 

46. 

47 + 
40, 
43 ♦ 
50. 
51 ♦ 
52. 
53. 

54 + 

55 + 
56; 
57, 
58. 
59. 
60 + 



// Jem (Mriir 1 ,n3on).L^vtTZ t CLASS-o 

/*NOSCTUP m ' 

//'COMMENT RUN 10 SAV€ €RIC REQUEST CARD DATA AND PROGRAM 

//t'lUKl lfToO D5N-CClAf>P.PR0CLIB t DlSP-SHR 

// EScrC SPSS 

Z/nDltOOl DO. UNlT-33*>O.DSN-WYL.H2KRI 1 , RQSTCARD. OISP- (OLO ) . 

// SPACE -(TRK, (20- 10).RL5E).0CB*BLK51Z£-620O.V0L»SER-TS01 

Z/rTOflrOOl DO OSN-WYL .H2KRI 1 ,£RICROST.DISP-(0L0,K££P) 4 

// UNIT-3350.VOL"S£R-TS01. 

// 0Cfl»(R€CFM-rB,LR€CL-90,BLKSIZ€-72O) 

//SVSIN OD * 



NLJMRrRCO 
RUN NAME 
tiATA U5T 



V€S 

REQUEST CARO 

rlxrn < i) / i 

j 



EPICTYPE 1 
SAMPLE 2 
R€P 3 

R€PS€0 4-5' 
TAP€SUB 6 
SERIAL 7-0 
ORGTYPE 9-10 
° + • " IONUM 1-10 p 

apnum i~$ 

101 2-6 . 
* MONTH 11-12 

OAV 13-14 
ZIP 1.5-19 
OOCNUM 20-22 
01P1 23 

01P2 24 % 

01P3 25 

frlP4 26 

01P5 27 — 

01P6 28 

01P7 29 

01P6 30 

01P9 3* 

01P10 32 

01P11 33 

02 34 

03 35 t 
, / 04 36 

05 37 

INPUT M€DiUM TAP€ 
H OF tCAS€S UNKNOWN 
MISSING VALUES M0NTH^e,99)/ 

OAV(80.99)/ 
' ZIP(OOOO8.O0009>/ 

00CnUm(888.999)/ 

01P1 TO 01P11 (9)/ 

02^9)/ * . 

03 TO 05 (8*9) 

v 

VAR LABELS IDfojq, UNIQUE REQUESTOR 10 NUMBER/ 

APNUM 1ST DIGIT EQUAL ASSIGNED ERIC PRODUCT/ 
101 UNIQUE ACCESS POINT IDENTIFIER/ 
DOCNUM #£RIC DOCUMENTS USED F I CHE OR J*AP£R/ 
Q1P1 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC RIE/ 
01P2 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC CUE/ . 
OtP3 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC ONLINE SEARCH/ * 
0<P4 TYPE OtF PROOWT EfJJQ^BATCH SEARCH/ 



1 



CM + 

G2. 

r,:i + 

G.1. 
G5 . 

f<fs . 

r,?. 
#;« , 

7t>. 
7 1 , 
72. 
73- 
?4. 
75. 

)i: 

/ 81 

# / 82, 

83, 
84, 
85. 
86, 
37. 
80. 
89. 
90. 
9), 
92. 
93, 
94. 
95. 
96,* 
97. 
98. 
99, 

too, 

101 . 

103, 
104. 
105. 
106 . 
107. 
108. 
t09. 
1 10. 
Ill, 
1 12 . 
1 13. 
114. 
HIS. 
1 16. 
1 17. 
1 19. 
1 19. 
120, 
12 1 , 



O 
I 



VALUE LABELS 



VAhlJE LABELS 



V^LOCATE 



IF 
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:RLC 



, ' 4 ' iliilili 

0,1f3 TYPE OF* PRODUCT ERIC MICROFICHE/ 

0 IPC TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC PRINTEO REPORT/ 

Q1P" TYPE OF PRODUCT ERtC PRINTED BIBLIOGRAPHY/ 

0tP9 TYPE OF PRODUCT - OTHER PRINTED INDEXES/ 

01P9 TYPE OF PRODUCT - OTHER COMPUJER OATABASES/ 

01P 10 *TYPE OF PRODUCT - fl OTHER DOCUMENTS/ 

01P11 TYPE OF PRODUCT - vDTHER - DESCRIBE/ 

02 ERIC THESAURUS USED?/ 

m was Requestor assisted by? staff?/ 

04 HOW WAS REQUEST RECE1VE0?/ 

Q5 HOW WAS RESPONSE Q.|L IVEREO?/ * 

month ( t Man <2)feb U)mar <4)apr . 

(S)MAY (9)tWNE (7>0UIY (B)AUG 
(9)SEPT (lO)OCT (ll)NOV ( 12 )OEC/ 

Q1P1 TO 01P11 s (1>YE5 * (2)N0 (9>N0 RESPONSE/ 

02 (1)YES (2)M0 (3)00N'T KNOW 
(%>N0 RESPONSE/ * 

03 (OYES (2)N0 ( 3 )RQSTR-5TAFF MEMBER 
1 (8)00N'T KNOW (9)N0 RESPONSE/ 

04,05 (1>EH PERSbN ( 2 > TELEPHONE (3)MATL 

(4)0THE* O^MORE THAN, ONE USEO 

(9)00N'T KNOW (9)N0 RESPONSE/ 
TRANSPACE- 30000 . 



(101 EQ 11010* OR 11020 OR 1 1030 OR 12020 OR 12030 OR 
13010 OR 13030 OR 13040 OR 1401b OR 14O2O'0R 14030 
OR 14040 OR 15010 Dp 15020 OR 15030 OR 15040) 

NEWTYPE 1 ■ 1' v , A 

ytlOl EO 12010) NEWTYPE 1 - 2 

( ORGTYPE EO 1 OR (101 EO 31230 OR 31330 OR 43290 OR 

55140)) 
NEWTYPE 1 " 3 ■ \ 

(ORGTYPE EO 2 OR ( H?1 EO 22420 Of* 44090)) NEWT/PEI - 4 

- ■ -■" - I 
(ID1 EO 242 1 f OR 24440 OR 41*40 Off 42130 OR 42240 OR 

44201 OR 4442O.,0R* 25490) * ' 

NEWTYPE 1 ■ 5 ^ . 

(ORGTYPE EQ 3 OR (101 EO 21140 OR 42350) ) NEWTYPE 1 * 9 

(101 EO, 33140 OR 51200 OR 64060) NEWTYPE t ■ 7 

\ *, 

(101 EO 21160 OR 22190 OR 29160 OR 43160 OR 52090 OR 
, 54110 OR 6204*0 OR 42140) 
* NEWTYPE! ■ 9 



29; 



(ORGTYPE EO 9) NEWTYPE 1 ■ 9* 

(ORGTYPE EO 9) NEWTYPE % - 10 

(ORGTYPE EO 10 OR <I01 EO 44110)) NEWTYPE 1 ■ 11 

1 

(ORGTYPE EQ 6) NEWTYP£ 1 - 12 

i 

(ORGTYPE EQ 5) NEWTYPE1 ■ 13 , ^ 



l.fl 



\?:\ 

VJW 

%-rr , 
i:*n 

I in 
I1 1 

t c* , 
in J . 

134 . 

1H5 . 

rjG. 

130. 

in£> , 

MO, 

II 1 . 

i.i n 

144 . 
145 . 
146 . 
147. 

W9, 

f 5 t . 

t53. 
154 , 
t55. 
15&. 
157. 

tsa . 

159 . 
160. 

161 , 

162 . 

163 . 

164 . 
165, 



ir 

ir 
ir 
1 1 



value labels 



if 
if 
if 

value labels 

var labels 

frequencies 
save file 

FINISH 



(OAGTYPE EO 4) NEWTVPE 1 ■ 14 

■ . <* ***** 

(Ottd1Yf*E EO 11 OR (ID1 EQ 34290)) NJEWTYP^I - 15 
(ORGTYPE EQ 12 OR C ID 1 EQ 24200 OR 21240)) NEWTVPE 1 * 1* 
(OHOrVPE EO 13 OR C ID 1 EQ 72Q40)) NEWTVPE1 * 17 

i OROT YPF FO 14 AND ID 1 EQ 21330 OR 22200 OR 23320 OR 
74070 OR 24350 OR 25140 OR 25240 OR 25440 OR 3TB00 
OR 34200 OR 34260 OR 351BO OR 41030 OR 42160 Oft 
424^0 OR 43010 OR 44260 OR 45360 OR 45400 OR €1060 
OR 63030 OR 730BO) 

NEWTVPE 1 * IB " . o 

NEWTVPE 1 (1) ERIC CLRHSES U7**ERIC FACILITY 
(3) CAMPUS MAIN LIB (4) CAMPUS OEPT LIB 
(5) CAMPUS OTH ORG (6) STATE ED AOCV (7) STATC LIB 
(B) FEDERAL LIB if> OTHER FEO CHSE < !0) NIE , LAB 'OR CTR 
(11) INTERM SRVC PROV (12) SCH OIST RftD CTR * 
(13) SCH LIB DISTRICT ( 14) SCH LIB LOCAL 
(15) PUBLIC LIBRARY (16)'S0CIETV OR ASSOC 
(17) BUSINESS OR CORP <TB) OTHER 

i NEWTVPE 1 EO 1 DR 2) NEWTVPE 2 - 1 

(NEWTVPtl EO 3 DR 4 OR 5) NEWTYPE2 « 2 
* 

(NEWTVPE 1 EQ 6 OR 7 OR B OR 9 OR 10 0« 1 1 OR 12 OR 13 

OR 14 OR 15 OR 16 OR 17 OR IB) 
WCWTVPE2 « 3 

NEWTYPE2 <1> ERIC CLHSE^ ft FAC (2) ACAOEMIC ACC PT3 
(3) OTHER ACC PT5 

NEWTVPE 1 TVPE OF 0RGANI2AT ION- LONG/ 
NEWTVPE2 TYPE OF ORGANIZATION-SHORT 

GENERAL* ALL " 

RQSTCARO 
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APPENDIX D -\ 
REQUESTOR POPULATION SURVEY 
DESCRIPTION OF METHODS 



The purpose of the Requestor Population Survey was to obtain data 
on the use of ERIC products and services monitored during the course of the 
Access Point Primary 3ui?Vey. Included were questions describing the purposes^ 
for which ERIC Information was sought, satisfaction with and evaluation of 
the Information obtained, and awafeness and use of other ERIC products and * 
services. * 



D.U Conceptual Design j 



The survey was designed £o answer the following major questions: 

\ - ■■" 

1. Who uses ERIC? L 

I \ v 

J 2* How ls\ access obtained to ERIC 7 

3* Why and for what purpose Is ERIC used? - ' 

4* How useful Is ERIC? ' 

\ 

\ During the\early stages of this project, we Introduced the concept 
of the ERIC "requestor", a term we preferred to use Instead of the term "user"* 
We Introduced this term since. we felt tttat the term "user" in the context of 
information services and^ systems is ill-defined and possibly misleading, for 
the following reasons: t 

1* ERIC is a system where a potentially large proportion 4>f "users" 
function as intermediaries for other users* In other words, 
individuals who, obtain ERIC products and services may, in fact, 
do so with the Intent of passing along ERIC ^information (in an 
original or synthesized form) to others. 
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2* The concept of "usage" is, itself ill-dnfincd since usage io 
really composed of a variety of functions, not all of which, 
are directly measurable or reportable* •> 

3* "Usage" Is also .difficult to meaaurc since information products 

or services are ofteif used in combination, i.e. a single request for 
{ information may result in access to a variety of different ERIC 

and non^ERIC products and services, dependent not only upon the 
nature of the request itself but also upon the availability (and 
af fordability) of* various products and services* 

We thus approached the conduct of the Requestor Population Survey as 
a means by which, our understanding of the "use 11 of ERIC information could be 
enhanced; this, in turn, could expand our understanding of information usage in 
general,* 

■ ^ . ■ , \ ' : 

D.2 Questionnaire and Survey Design 1 

Another decision aade very early, in the study was that the purvey 
ff^'^xd be conducted vith ^ecific requestors concerning their use of a specific 
product or service requested or obtained during a specific contact vith, or 
visit to, a specific ERIC access point* This raised certain survey and ques- ' 
tionnaire design problems, the primary one being the degree to which a stan*- 
dardiped questionnaire could be developed which would still enable the surveyed 
requestor to react to a specific ERIC product or service request* This was 
compounded jy the fact that ERIC products' ^{id services are often used in' com- 
bination vith other ERIC and non-ERIC information servifts* In other words, 
if we asked a requestor to evalu?t\ his or her use of RIE, would it be possible 
to separate out satisfaction with RIE without taking into account possible use 
'of ERIC microff|he? 
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During the course of questionnaire development and protesting, ^ we 
made the following design decisions; 

** 

1. One standardized questionnaire would be developed for conduc- 
* ting the Requestor Population Survey, 

2* Requestors would receive 'copies of the Request Card collected 
during the Access Point Primary Survey/ The Request Card sup- 
plied the following inf o^rmation critical to the requestor's 
assessment of the ERIC product or service monitored during the 
Primary Survey: na&e of the access point; name and address of 
requestor; topic or title of request; number of documents 
obtained, if any; types of ERIC snd non-ERIC products snd 
services used; whether or not the ERIC thesaurus was used; 
whether the requestor wss assisted by access point staff; how! 
the access polntwas contacted; how a response to the request 
was received, \ * ^ 

3< Respondents would be ssked to describe the circumstances sur- 
rounding their request so thst the frequency with which two or 
more ERIC products or services were used could be taken into 
account * , 



D.3 



Questionnaire Items 



Questions on the Requestor Population Survey questionnaire were 
divided into the following groups: 



1 



We would like to scknowledge the help and support provided by Elsie Leonard 
and George "Ira" Stsncil, of the Maryland State Department of Education's Medis 
Services Center, who helped by providing feedback on questionnaire design as 
well as the* names and addresses of ERIC requestors with whom we pretested the 
quest ionnalre * 
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^ Group 1: Questions referring specifically to the ERIC product or 

service apecif ied on the copy of the Request Card which 
accompanied the questionnaire (questions 1 through \S) . 

Group 2: Questions referring to other ERIC organisations , products , 
and services which* may have been contacted or utilized for 
the request topic specified on the ERIC Request Card 
(questions 17 through 19), / 

Group 3: Standard demographics such as age, sex, income; and employ- 
ment status (questions 20 through 24, identical to the 
demographic 1 questions asked on the Education Population 

( Survey questionnaire) w 

*"■*<* \ 

■ Table D*l displays the sample size and return rate for the mail 
questionnaire Requestor Population Survey, conducted during the months May- 
tUrough July, 1981, based on a sample of Request Cards, the majority of which 
were filled out during March and April, 1981, Given a specified sample size 
of l,00p, we endeavored to subdivide the sample so that individual cells in 
the table would be individually reported. Because of several deficiencies in 
the returns from the Primary Survey, it was-not always possible to do this, as 
was the case for CUE requestors sampled from the category "Other Access Points 
Thus, most of the analyses in this report are presented subdivided either by 
ERIC Category or by Type of Access Point, rather than both simultaneously. 

Sampling weights were calculated on the basis of returns 
generated by requestors sampled frem individual access points; atl access' 
points which provided Request Cards were represented with one or more 
mailed-out questionnaires in the Requestor Population Survey. The sampling 
weights were applied during analysis to project survey responses to the 
total number of estimated requests in 1980, as reported by Access Points in 
the Screener and Primary Survey* 
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Table D.l Sample Size (n^) and Response Rates (n?) for ERIC 
Requestor Population Survey, by Type of Access 
and ERIC Category 



■__ Type of Access Point 

ERIC 



ERIC 
Category 


Clearing- 
houses .' 
& 

Facility ... 


Academic 
Access 
"Points 


Other 

Access 

Points 




All 
Access 
Points 




n l 


n 2 


n l 


n 2 


n l 


n 2 




RIE 


72 


32 


70 ' 


■ 35 


6 


6 


14B 73 


CUE 


47. 


25 


79 


26 


39 


23 


165 74 


Documents 


96 


65 


147 


74 


144 


19 


387 ■ 158 


Searches 


. 127 


58 


146 


•69 '• 


27 103 


300 230 



Total 342 180 442 204 216 151 1000 535 

SOURCE : King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Requestor Population 
Survey, 1981. 
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Requestor Population Survey Questionnaire 



The Requestor Population Survey questionnaire is displayed on the 
next pages, along with its cover letter. The reader shouldnote also that 
the reques tor T s 'Request Card (collected during the course of the Access Point 
Primary Survey) was photocopied onto the back of* the cover letter prior to 
mail-out so that the requestor would be reminded of the topic or title of 
his/her request, the access point contacted, and the type of ERIC product 
or service used* 



v 



( ' 



0 

:RIC 
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UNITED STATESJ3EPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C 20200 



Dear ERIC User: ^ 

Recently you requested a product or service that is supported by 
the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)** This product or service 
is identified on the back of this letter* ERIC product's and services are 
supported, in part, by the National Institute pf Education and intended to 
provide information about the access to the research and practice literature 
of education* The *?IE has contracted with King Research,, Inc* # to conduct a 
study of ERIC* The study will gather information about costs associated with 
the production and distribution of ERIC resources as well as information about 
the people such products and services are reaching. 

A voluntary national survey of persons who have recently requested 
ERIC information is being conducted as part of the study* You have 'been 
selected as one of the 1,000 persons being asked to participate in the study - 
by conpleting the enclosed questionnaire. The information you provide will 
be reported only in summary form and individuals' names will not be ^associated 
vi-h specific responses; it is King Research's policy not to reveal the names 
of survey respondents to anyone other than staff members who are responsible 
fcr conducting the survey* While King Reseat ch does assign an identification 
number to each sampled individual, this identification number is used only for 
rcl*o;;-up and other internal record keeping purposes* It will be impossible to 
link names to identification numbers once the survey is completed* 

The completed questionnaire should be returned to King Research, ''Inc* , 
ir. the enclosed postage-paid envelope* If you have any questions about this 
sur-*ev, please call collect Ms, Colleen Schell, Survev Director, King Research, 
Ins-./ at (301) 831-6766. 



Thank you for -yoyr cooperation. 



Denrvl? M-Donald, Ph.D. 

?rrj=:: Director 

Z:ZZ -S: and "sage Stud; 




Joseph Heimniller, Ed.D* 
Project Officer 

National Institute of Education 
Research and. Educational Practice Unit 



rlease ccr^lete and return this questionnaire .vithin the next :wo weeks. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 



This study Is being conducted by King 
Research, Inc* under contract with the 
National Institute of Education. 



FOAM APPROVED 
FE&AC No. S223 
Approval Expires: 

May 31, \m 
1,0. Number; 



ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY 
SURVEY OF ERIC REQUESTORS 



PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING ITEMS BEFORE BEGINNING THE QUESTIONNAIRE: 

A* Several questions refer to: 

4 the Information product or services specified on the ERIC Request Card which 
is copied on the back of the accompanying letter 

• the date specified on the ERIC Request Card (the date you used or requested 
the product or service) 

m the topic or title of your request (a brief description of the Information topic 
or Item you requested) 

• the organization from which you obtained the ERIC product or service, as speci- 
fied at the top of the ERIC Requeit Card, 

* Please answer the questions as directed by referring to the appropriate Item on 
the ERIC Request Card which Is copied on the back of the accompanying fetter. 

B, Please answer this questionnaire ever. If you requested or obtained the Information 
specified on the ERIC Request Card for someone else. 



PLEASE NOTE : There are many types of Information products and services such as 
indexes, computerised databases, bibliographies, etc. Unless otherwise noted, 
* throughout this questionnaire we will be concerned primarily with those informa- 
tion products and sercices which are provided by the Educational Resources 
* Information Center (ERIC) 
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This report la authorized by legislation (20 
U.S.C. 1221e)* While you are not rsequircd 
to respond, y^our cooperation is needed ta- ' 
make the results of the survey accurate and 
timely. 
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Which of the following categoric* best describe how you used or applied (or Intended 
to ute or ipply) the Information obtained from the ERIC product or service specified 
on the ERIC Request Card? (CIRCLE CODE NUMBERS OF ALL THAT APPLY*) 

To support the teaching, training, or guidance of my own or someone 

else's students 1 

To support my studying In a dass I was taking 2 

To support my own research project ' . . 3 

_ To help plan, manage, administer or evaluate an organization's activities 

(e.g., a school, school district, state agency, or other organization) ,* . 4 

1 did not Intend to use or apply the Information myself since I was m 
.obtaining It for someone else's use .* . . . 5 



don't remember 



Other (please describe); 



Prior to the date on the ERIC Request Card, had you been aware ttyat tjils type of 
ERIC product or service existed? (C1HCLE I, 2, OR 3.) \ 

Yes ....... . .. .... 1 \ 

No .... 2 

Don't Know . 3 

Approximately how much time have you spent so farj>n reading, examining, searching, 
or consulting the particular ERIC product* or service which Is specified on the ERIC 
Request* Card? (INCLUDE ONLY TIME SPENT IN CONNECTION WITH THE PARTICULAR 
TITLE OR TOPIC WHICH IS MENTIONED ON THE REQUEST CARD. INSERT APPROX- 
IMATE NUMBER OF HOVRS AND HWUTES.1N BOX, ZERO (0) IF NONE: VSE if DK* FOR 
"DON'T KNOW. *) 



Hours 



Minutes 



How did you first find out that this type'of ERIC product or service existed? (CIRCLE 
CODE NUMBER OF MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE. PLEASE CIRCLE ONLY QjjE CODE 
NUMBER.) 

From a teacher, professor, or employer : Oi 

Front a frtend, colleague, or fellow student ] 03 

\ * 
From the staff eta library, meala center, A/V department, Information 
center, or clearinghouse . . \ h * 03 

Found out about It by myself while doing research in a library, media 

center, A/V .department, information center, or clearinghouse ..... Qtt 

- ■ i 

Read about It In a bbok^report, or other document . I ....... 05 

Received a notice or advertisement about It In the mall • ' 06 

Saw It described In a poster at or near my place of employment or_&Ddy . 07 

"Heard about It at a professional conference i> 0B 

'Read about It In a journal, magazine, or newt'etter • .... 09 

I don't remember ■ 10 



Other (describe) : 



5. On tha date specified 6n the ERtC Request Card, dltf you obtain rihyslcal access to tha 
ERIC product or service to that It could actually be- read or examined, or did you order 
or request It for delivery or examination at a later time! (CIRCLE CODE NUMBER OF 
HOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.) ' f 

. Obtained physical access to it on the data specified^ . . j 1 

Ordarad or requested It for delivery or examination at a ^atar time ... 2 

Both of the above . . . . ./....... 3 

Other (describe) i 



6. Whan you used, obtained, or raquastad the ERtC products service specified on the 
ERIC Request Card, did you have specific author* or document* In mind, or were you 
searching for Information on a specific topic without havfri<b specific authors or docu- 
ments In mind? (PLEASE CIRCLE THQ CODS NUMBER OF TUB MOST APPROPRIATE 
RESPONSE.) 



I had specific authors or documents In mind * t 

1 was searching for Information on a specific topic * 2 

,Both of the above . ' / . ■ 3 

Neither of the above (please describe) ; 



4 



7a. When you used, obtained, or requested the ERIC product or service specified on the 
ERIC Request Card, approximately h o w many documents (e*g., article^, books, 
reports, etc.) did you hope to Identify by using this ERIC product or service! 
(INSERT NUMBER IN BltxTZEAO. {6) IF NONE. INSERT IF YOU DID NOT HAVE 

A SPECIFIC OA APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF DOCUMENTS IN MIND.) 



Number of documents 
hoped to Identify 

7b. Again, when, you used, obtained, or requested the ERIC product or service specified 
on the ERIC Request Card, approximately how many documents did you actually Identify 
using this ERIC product or service! f INSERT JfUWER IN BOX, ZERO (0) IF NONE. 
INSERT "NA* IF YOUR RESPONSE TO 7q WAS ZERO (0) OR 



N umber of documents 
actually identified 



7c. Of the documents you actually Identified tn question 7b, how many of these documents - 
do you expect to be relevant to Hfia topic or title of your request? (INSERT NUMBER 
IN BOX. ZERO (0) IF NQNE. INSERT "NA" IF YOVjR RESPONSE TO 7b 1N£S ZERO (0) 
OR "NA".) J ■/■■:, ^ 

' Number of 

^ relevant documents 
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If you Identified titles of any useful or relevant documents (question 7 C above), have 
you boon able to obtain access to these documents to that you could read or examine 
them? (CtnCLB CODE NUMBER OF MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE.) 

No relevant documanta ware Identified 1 

f did not need to obtain access to these documents • ■ 2 

i have not.yet tried to obtain access to the Identified documents .... 3 

Have obtained access to none 6f the documents even though I have tried . 4 

Have obtained access to some of tha documents ) 5 J 

H*ve obtained access to most of the documents 6 H 

Have obtained access to all of 'the documents . 1 

Other (please describe) : ; 



Has the information you obtained from the particular ERIC product or lervlce helped 
you to Identify any Information sources other than documents which are useful or 
relevant to the title or topic specified on the ERIC Request Card? (CHICLE I. 2. OA 

Yes . . 4 — > f continue with QUO) 

No 2 



s 



fakfp lo QUI) 

Don't know 3 

Please circle the code numbers corresponding to those other Information sources which 
you Identified from the ERIC product or service specified on the ERIC Request Card. 
(CIRCLE CODE NUMBERS OF ALL THAT APPLY.) 

Names of individuals who could be contacted for additional Information . . 1 

Names of organizations which could be contacted, for further Information . 2 

Names of programs or projects (e.g., demonstration projects, research 
projects, etcT) r~7~ TTTT 3^ 

Other sources of additional useful or relevant Information (please 
• describe) : 



Overall, how satisfied are you with the*1nformatlon you obtained from the ERIC product 
or service specified on Jthe ERIC Request Card? (CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODE NUMBER 

Highly satisfied \J 

Some what satisfied 2 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied ^ 3 



\ 



Somewhat dissatisfied . * \t • ^ * 

Highly dissatisfied , S 



Based on your past experience, would you use the type of ERIC product or service 
mentioned on your ER(C Request Card In the future? (CIRCLE 1 oft 2.) 



Yes 

No 



For each of the attributes listed below, please rate on a l-to-5 scale the Information 
you obtained from the ERIC product or service specified on the ERIC Request Cerd. ■' 
(USE^l* FOR "LOW AND FOR "HIGH", WITH 2 t 3 t OR 4 FOR RATINGS BETWEEN 
1 AND 5.) 



ATTRIBUTE 



HIGH 



A. Relevance (degree to which the ERIC product or 
service provided you with or directed you to In- 
formation directly related to the title or topic of 
your request) . ... » ....... . . 1 

B. Completeness (degree to which the EftlC product 
or service provided you with or directed you to 

all the Information you needed) . . 1 

C. Practicality (degree to which the ERIC product 
or service provided you with or directed you to 
.information which was practical or Immediately 
useable for your needs) 1 



D. Appropriateness (degree to which the ERIC 
product or service provided you with or directed 
you to Information 1 which was presented at e 
technical level or level of detail whidn was appro- 1 

prlate to your needs) 1 2 3 4 5 

E. Newness (degree to which the ERIC product or 
service provided you with or directed you to 
Information about which you were previously un- 
aware 1 2 3 4 5' 

Did you, yourself, pay out of your own funds for using or obtaining the' ERIC product 
or service which Is specified on the ERIC Request Card? (CIRCLE 2 OR 2.) 

I 

Yes 1 

No y . j. . 2 (skip to Q016) 

Approximately how much did you, yourself, pay for using or obtaining this ERIC 
product or service? (INSERT DOLLARS AND CENTS iN BOX. Jl * 



1 



i 

Excluding the product or service IdentlftaJ on the ERIC Request Qard, approximately 
how many times during the past six months have you had questions, problems, or 
Information needs which lead to your using or obtaining the same tyre of ERIC product 
or service specified o\tl>* ERIC Request Card? (INSERT NUM&bTFill BOX. ZERO (0) 



IF NONE.) 



times 
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t. Have you over contacted any of the following ERIC organizations In connection with the 
topic or title specified on the ERIC Requoit Card? (CIRCLE 1 FOR "VUS", 2 FOR "NO* 1 , 
OR 3 FOR "WOT SURE**.) 



ERIC ORGANIZATION NAME 



It 

2) 

3) 
4) 
5) 

6) 
7) 

a) 

9) 

13) 
14) 

15) 

16) 

17) 
18) 



Adult, Career Vocational Education 
Clearinghouse (Ohio state U7] Columbus, OH) 

Counseling, 6 Personnel Service! 
t Clearinghouse (U* of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 
Ml) 

Educational Management 

Clearinghouie (U. of Oregon, Eugene, OR); 

Elementary I Early Childhood Education 
Clearinghouie (U* of Illinois* Urbane, IL) 

Handicapped t Gifted Children * % 
Clearinghouie (council for Exceptional 
Children, Restbn* VA) 

Higher Education Clearinghouse 
(George Washington U*, Washington, DC) 

Information Resource s Clearinghouse 
(Syracuse U,, Syracuse, NY) 

Junior College! Clearinghouie 

(U* of California, Los Angelei, CA) 

Language! t Llngulitlci Clearinghouse 
(Center for Applied Linguistics, 
Arlington, VA) 

Reading t Communication Skills 
Clearinghouie (National Council of 
Teachers of English* Urbana, IL) 

Rural Education S Small Schools , 
" Clearinghouie (New Mexico State U , , 
Lai Cruces, MM) 

Science, Mathematics, t Environmental 
Education Clearinghouse [Ohio Stale U., 
Columbus, OH) 

Social Studies /Social Sciences ■ * 
Education Clearinghouie (Boulder, CO) 

Teacher Education C learinghouse e 
(Amer* Assoc* of Colleges for Teacher 
Education, Waihlngton, DC) 

i - 

Tests; Measurements & Evaluation 
Clearinghouse (Educational Testing 
Service, Princeton, NJ) 

Urban Education Clearinghouse 
(Columbia U., New York, NY) 

ERIC Processing and Reference 
Facility (Bethesda, MD) 

ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
(EDRS, Arlington., VA) 







Not 
Sure 


Yes 




No 





\ 
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18. In addition to thu ones specified on the ERIC Request Card, which of the following 
ERIC products and services have you used or obtained In connection with the topic 
o r title specified on the ERIC Request Card ? (CIRCLE J, 2, Ok 3 FOR EACH 
CATEGORY .) ' \ 



2) 



3) 



1) 



5) 



6) 



8) 



* • 1 




,NOT 
USEO 




NOT 
SURE 


ERIC PRODUCT Oft SERVICE CATEGORY 




USEO 







RUE (Resources In Education, a monthly ERIC 
Journal which abstracts and Indexes the 
educational report literature I 

CUE (Currant Index to Journals In EduCa- 
tton, a monthly journal which covers the 
educational periodical literature) 



3? 



Computer Searching of ER IC J^omputerlzed 
searching of the ERIC bibliographic database, 
often conducted through use of a terminal 
interacting via telephone with a computer, 
or conducted by grouping several requests 
together for submission at one time to a 
computer) 

ERIC Microfiche (pages photographically 
reduced to fit on an index-card-slzed piece 
of film, requiring use of a magnifying or 
protection device to read) „. . * 

ERIC Printed Report (any report produced 
or supplied by ERIC, which Is printed on 
paper, usually with an "ED 1 * Identifying 
number) 

Printed Bibliography (any list of blbllo* 
graphic references, other than computer 
printouts from an online or batch search 
of the ERIC database, which is produced 
and distributed on paper by any ERIC 
organization) 



ERIC Referral Services (the provision by 
any ERIC organization of names of programs. 
Individuals, or organizations which can m 
contacted by the requestor for additional 
Information. Referral services are often 
provided in person, by phone, or by • 
letter Instead of through distribution of 
previously-produced printed reports, docu- 
ments, or bibliographies.) 

pther (any other ERIC/ product or service 
not Included above. Please describe.) ♦ • • 
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Listed below are major categories of Information products or services which are produced 
and/or distributed by sources other than ERIC . For each category, ploaso Indicate If at 
any time you used or obtained It In connection with the topic or title specified on the 
ERIC Request Card . (CIRCLE I. 2 t OR 3 FOR tiACit CATEGORY.) 



INFORMATION' PRODUCT 
SERVICE CATEGORY 



1) Other printed documents (I.e., books, 
articles, reports) . . . 

2) Other organizations or departments ' 
separate from tb* one on the Request 

Card (I.e., other libraries, Clearing* 
houses, etc*) 

3) Experts or people knowledgeable In the 

area of my request 

>-* * 

4) My own friends* coffeagues. students, 

or other personal acquaintances 

5) Computerized Information systems- 
textual, numeric, or bibliographic data- 
bases or retrieval systems ........ 

6) Prerecorded audio or visual sources (Ue., 
records, cassettes, slides, etc.) . . 

7) Othej (describe) : " ; 

. . * * 

8) Other (describe) : > 



9) Other (describe) 



USED 



NOT 
USED 




3 
3 

3 
3 



Finally, a few question* for statistical purposes only /.. What Is your ege? 

Under 2S ....... . 1 

\ 25to 3V. 2 

35 to 44 * 3 

45 to 54 . 1 4 

55 to 64 5 

65 and oVer 6 
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21. A What Is tho highest degree you. have obtained? 

High school diploma or less 1 

' Associate degree 2 

Bachelor's (degree . 1 ......... / 3 

Master's degree J jj 

Master's degree plus postgraduate coursework 5 

Doctorate 6 

t Law or Medical degree ' 7 

Other [please describe) : m 

.__ 8 

. * 

22. Which of the following ^categories best describes your current employer or primary 
affillatloM (CIRCLE ONE ONLY.) 

Junior college or two year college * 01 

;' - . ' " 

Four year college or university , ... 02 

" / . # 

State education agency v . . . 03 : * 

Other state government agency .\ . . . 04 r * 

Local school district . . 05 \ 

I 

\ Local government agency 06 

Elementary school 07 

1 r 

I 

Secondary school 08 

Federal government agency n ...... 09 L ( 

Society or association ^ . 10 

Research firm * 11 

Consulting firm * 12 * *r 

Private business or corporation A ^3 

\ Other* (please describe! ; J ; * ' 

Not employed by or affiliated with any organization . . .* 15 ' > 

23. To which af the following [ob- or school* related functions do you regularly devote the 
largest proportion of your time? (CIRCLE THE CODE tWMBER OF THE ttdST APPRO- 
PRIATE RESPONSE* } ' * * 

^ Administration, supervision, management, or plashing . . . .* . ^1 ^ 

Research or evaluation 2, - c " 

Teaching, training, or counseling .3 

Information support '{e.g. , librarian, information specialist] / . . <f^4 

Student'. 1 ... I 5 

Other (please give job titie and function); . , 

5 : " = — ■ 



2<»* For tUtlstlc«l purposes only* which of tho following categories describes your total 

In com* (before t*x*s) for 15807 Include your Income only * Do not Include tho Income 
of other Immediate family member* who ttr<* llvlnp with you. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER* ) 



$35* 000 or more 

$30,000 but less than $35,000 * 
$25* 000 but 1«ss than $30*000 - 
$20*Q00 but lest than $75*000 * 
$15* 000 but loss than $20,000 # 
$10, 000 but less th»n $15,000 * 
$5,000 but less than $10,000 

Under 45,000 

No Income 

Prefer not to answer 



* 01 
, 02 
- 03 

* 04 
, 05 
, 0G 
/ 07 

* CO 
. 09 

* 10 



THANK YOU! PLEASE RETURN THIS 
QUESTIONNAIRE TO tHE ADDRESS 
AT THE RIGHT IN THE ENCLOSED, 
POST-PAID ENVELOPE, 



KING RESEARCH* INC. 
P.O* BOX 71 
ROCKVILLE* MD 20850 



r 



,? D.5 Requestor Population Survey File Description 

Listed on the next pages is the description of the SPSS file des- 
cription for the merged Request Card/ Requestor Population Survey database 
(all returned Requestor questionnaires were merged with their Request Card) 
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It 




1 




5 








7 












io 




1 1 




1 *t 
' J 




• i 

1 *l 




i j 

1 1 




1 5 








1 7 




1 n 




10 








3 f 




,23 




*i i 

2 J 








25 








27 




28 


a 


39 


i 


3D 


»— * 


n i 








33 




3A 




35 




36 




37 




tJU 




ia 

Js 




40 




A J 




42 




43 




44 




4S 




15 




A 7 




A n 

IB 




49 




50 




3 1 




53 




53 




54 




55 




56 




57 




50 




59 




60 



// JOn (M310pD30!>),LtVITZtCLAS5*0 

/♦nose tup] 

//♦CDMMfcfoT RUN TO SAVE ERIC REQUESTOR 3 CARD DATA SET 
//PR0CL18 DO DSN-CCIAPP.PRDCLl8*DISP-SMfl 
// EXEC SPSS*PAflM-'3l2K' 

//T TD4F0O1 DO UNlT*333D p DSN»VYL.H2KRl l.flOTRCDPI* 
// D1SP*(0LD>. 

// SPACE -(TRK. (3D, ID ) . RLSE ) .DCB-BLKS IZE-620O. VdL-SERMSD I 

//FTDOFOO 1 DD DSN»WYL .H2KRI 1 . ROTRROST >D ISP* (SHR ) . 

// UNIT»333D,VDt»5ER-TSD1* 

// DCO-(f»£CrM-Fn k Lf7ECL-QO.OLKSlZE«72D) 

//SYS1N DD * 

NUMRFREQ YES 

RUN NAME REQUESTOR COMPLETED 

DATA LIST FIXED (3)/1 ID HUM 1-*0 

ERICTVPE 1 
SAMPLE 2 
REP 3 
REPSEO 4-5 
TAPE SUB 6 
SERIAL 7-8 
DRGTYPE 9- ID 
, APMUM 1-6 

/ ID» 2-* 

7 CARD 1 11 

\ Qi£2 



jt/ i 

" \01F 



1P4 
<U£9 
Otp6 
01£7 

H03P2 
i~04~ 
N4E§4 

loe 

JQ78- 
C07C 
/OB 

JflP 

t J QIOP2 42 
r> < <05§3 43 

Q.11 45 
4J2 46 
47 
48 

9_»3P3 49 
QJ^P4 5D 

OftH 62 
O 50 IS. 53-57 

lite 58*60 

017P1 61 
017P2 62 



12 
13 . 
14 
19 
16 
17 

te 

19 

20-22 
23-24 
25-26 

25*26 
27 
20 

29-31 
32-34 
39-37*. 
38-39 " 
40 ' 
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n ▼ co 



a &. tv & 



O ^ ft n 

O — - ft n 
& & & & & 



f> tD co 
r* r* r* r* r* 

& & & & & 



a) rt ^ n vntt 
rt t < n i n i 
■ 1 O ft ■ n n 
-ftn^r*S(Dr*<oOO^ftn^tfi<pr*<>(coftjOt^ftnnn 
^^^^^^^rtrt^rt w ft to n 



cl cl a. a. jo. cl cl cl a L oj & a a cua 1 «n 

B © CSlS^O CS CD CO fl) Oift O ruf* 

o o aaoo o o o o o o o:do o kIS £lo & 





D-20 



132. 1 RC01P& 37 

t23 \ RC&Sfft 

ACaiP7 39 

125,* I J 30 

126 . « A f&STpD 31 

127. fiCfiJPtO 32 

1311. l?CflJ£J1 33 

1 2a . fBCQU4 

130 ri JBCflXJft 

131. J RCQ4 M 

132 CR£fiOJ)7 

133. RWEIOHT 3B-41 

t:t<1. 

135. INPUT MEDIUM TAPE 

13G. N Of CASES UNKNOWN 

137. . ■ 

13U , MISSING VALUES 01P1 TO 01P7 (6,9)/ 

1M\ 02 (9)/ 

HO. 03P1 (666.999)/ 

Mt, 03P3 (66.99)/ 

142. v (6B.H9)/ 

H3. 05.06 (B,9)/ 

M4. OTA TO 07C (777.666.999)/ 

MS. 06 (66.99)/ 

H6 . "09 (9)/ 

H7. 010P1 TO 010P4 (7.9)/ 

MB Ot I .013 (B.9)/ 

Mfl Ot3M TO Ot3PS (6.9)/ 

150, ' 014 (6.9)/ 

t5t. 015 (777.77.BBB.8B.999.99)/ 

152* Ot6 (BBB.999)/ 

153. 017P1 TO 017P16 (9)/ 

154. 010P1 TO OI6P6 (9)/ 
*t55. 019P1 TO 019P7 (9)/ 
t$6 . 020 (9)/ . 

157. 031 (99)/ 

156. 032 (99)/ 

159. 033 (9)/ 

160. 034 (99) 
161 . 

162. VAR LABELS OtPt INFO USEO FOR TEACHING. GU1DINQ STUOENTS/ 

1(53. 01P3 INFO USEO TO SUPPORT OWN STUDY FOR CLASS/ 

164 0fP3 INFO U3C0 TO SUPPORT OWN RESEARCH PROJECT/ 

165. 01P4 INFO USEO TO PLAN. EVAL OR0AMTNL ACTIV/ 

166. 01P5 INFO USEO FOR SOMEONE ELSE * S USE/ 

167. OtP6 I OON*T REMEMBER/ 
166. 01P7 OTHER/ * * 

169. 03 010 VOU KNOW OF ERIC BEFORE?/ 

170. 03P1 HOURS 3 SPENT ON ERIC/ 

171. * 03P3 MINUTES SPENT ON ERIC/ 

172. 04 MdW 010 VOU LEARN OF ERIC?/ 

173. 05 ACCESS TO ERIC/ 

174. 06 TVPE OF INFO SOUGHT/ 

175. 07A NO. OF DOCUMENTS HOPEO TO 10ENT1FV/ 
1*6. 07B TOTAL NO, OF DOCUMENTS 10ENT1F1E0/ 
177. - 07C NO, OP RELEVANT DOCUMENTS 10ENTIFIE0/ 
17B. 08' ABILITY TO ACCESS DOCUMENTS/ 

179, 09 OID ERIC HELP PlND NOW- DOCUMENT SOURCES*/ 

leo. oiopi other sources identified - individuals/ 

1B1, 01DP3 OTHER SOURCES lOENTtMEO - ORGAN! 2 AT I ONS/ 

tB3 QlOPa OTHER SOURCES 10ENTIFIE0 - PROJECTS/ 

31£ 



tin, 

104, 
IftV 
1A6 . 
107. 
10ft, 

mo. 
101 . 
ma 

193. 
194. 
155. 
196, 
157, 
IflB. 
159 . 

200. 

20*, 
202, 
203, 
>04 . 
205 . 
206, 
207 . 
20B. 
209 . 
210. 
211 . 
2 1 2 . 
2 13. 
2l4 t 
215. 
216. 
217. 
2 1A. 
2 19, 
220. 

221 . 

222 . 
223. 
224, 
225. 
226. 
.227. 
23B. 
229. 
230 
231 . 
232. 
233, 
234, 
235, 
236, 
237 , 
23B. 
239, 
240 . 
241 , 
242, 
243, 



VALUE LABELS 



QtOH OTHER SOURCES IDENTIFIED * OTHER/ 

OH SATISFACTION WITH ERIC/ 

012 WOULD YOU USE ERIC AGAIN?/ 

013P1 RELEVANCE/ 

0I3P2 COMPLETENESS/ 

0I3P3 PRACTICALITY/ 

0I3P4 APPROPRIATENESS/ 

0I3P5 NEWNESS/ 

014 010 YOU .PAY FOR ERIC YOURSELF?/ 

Ot5 PRICE PAID/ , 

016 USES OF SAME ERIC SERVICES IN PAST 6 MONTHS/ 

QI7P1 ADULT, CAREER ft VOCATIONAL EDUCATION/ 

0I7P2 COUNSEtINO * PERSONNEL SERVICES/ 

DI7P3 EDUCATIONAL MANAGEMENT/ 

0I7P4 ELEMENTARY ft EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION/ 

017P5 HANDICAPPED ft GIFTED CHILDREN/ 

D17P6 HIGHER EDUCATION/ 

QI7P7 INFORMATION RESOURCES/ 

0I7P8 UUNfOR COLLEGES/ 

0I7P9 LANUAGCS ft LINGUISTICS/ 

017P10 READING ft COMMUNICATION SKILLS/ 

017P11 RURAL EDUCATION ft SMALL SCHOOLS/ 

QI7PI2 SCIENCE , MATHEMATICS, ft ENVIRONMENTAL EO/ 

0I7P13 SOCIAL STUDIES - SOCIAL SCIENCES EOUCATN/ 

0I7PI4 TEACHER EOUCATIDN/ 

QI7PI3 TESTS , MEASUREMENTS ft EVALUATIONS/ 
QI7PI6 URBAN EOUCATIDN/ 
017P17 ERIC FACILITIES/ 

QI7PI8 ERIC DOCUMENT REPRODUCTION SERVICE/ 
DI8PI RIE/ 

Q18P2 CUE/ t * ^ 

- QI8P3 COMPUTER SEARCHING OF ERIC/ % 
018P4 ERIC MlCttOF ICHE/ ) 
0I8P5 ERIC PRINTED REPORT/ 
018P6 ERtC PRINTED BIB/ 
Q18P7 ERIC REFERRAL SERVICES/ 
018P8 OTHER ERIC PRODUCT OR SERVICE/ 
QI9P1 OTHER PRINTED DOCUMENTS/ 
019P2 OTHER ORGANIZATIONS OR DEPARTMENTS/ 
0I9P3 EXPERTS/ , 
019P4 FR FENDS OR PERSONAL ACQUAINTANCES/ 
019P5 COMPUTERIZED INFORMATION SYSTEMS/ - 
019P6 PRERECORDED AUDIO OR VISUAL SOURCES/ 
0I9P7 OTHER PRODUCT OR SERVICE CATEGORY/ 

020 AGE GROUP/ 

021 DEGREES/ 

022 CURRENT EMPLOYER/ 

023 PRIMARY 008 FUNCTION/ 

024 INCOME FOR tMo/ 

I ONUM. UNIQUE REQUESTOR 10 NUMBER/ 

APNUM "1ST DIGIT EQUAL ASSIGNED ERIC PRODUCT/ 

lOt UNIQUE -ACCESS POINT IDENTIFIER/ 

OIPI TO 0IP7 j* ,VCS (2,M0 



KJOW'T KNOW (9)N0 RESPONSE/ 



02 



£t)YES (2)MG (5)00N'T KNOW 



32i> 



V -)N0 RESPONSE/ 
Q3PI (888)00N'T KNOW (999) NO RESPONSE/ 
03P2 (88)0dN'T WWW (99) NO RESPONSE/ 
04 i t ) TEACHER OR EMPLOYED (S)FRIENO 

(3)LtBHAHY Olt INFORMATION CENTER .STAFF 



o 

I 



241 , 

713, 

216. 

?17< 

21(1 

219. 

7flO. 

25* . 

752 . 

75p. 

2 Ttli 

755. 

257 . 
25fl. 
359\ 
260. 

261 . 
762, 
263. 
26*. 
765. 
266. 
267 . 
26fl . 
763 
770, 
271 : 
772, 
273 . 
271 . 

275 . 

276 . 

277 . 
276 . 
279. 
280. 
2fl1 . 

262 i 
263. 
264. 
265. 
266. 
267 . 
266. 
299. 
290. 
29 I . 
292 . 
293. 
291. 
295, 
296. 
297, 
296. 
299. 
300, 
301 . 
302. 
303. 
304. 



i 

(4)SELF SEARCH AT LIBRARY, ETC » 
<9}000K< REPORT OR DOCUMENT 
<fi>MA!L AD <7>P05TER AD (fl>CONFEPEWCE 
<9)MAQA2|NES OR NEWSLETTERS 
(tO)DON'T REMEMBEH (It)OTHEff 
* <B6>00N>T KNOW <99)N0 RESPONSE/ 

05 <1>ACCESS ON DATE SPECIFIED 
(DOROEREO ON DATE SPECIFIED 
(StaOTH <4)0THER (fl)OON'T KNOW 
<9)N0 RESPONSE/ 

06 (Dspectric authors or documents 

<2>SPECIMC TOPIC (3>BDTH 
<4)NEITHER (B)OON'T KNOW 
<9)N0 RESPONSE/ 
07A TO 07C <777)N0T APPLICABLE 
(888)DQN'T KNOW 
(999) MO RESPONSE/ 
06 <1)N0 RELEVANT OOCUMENT 
<2>N0 NEEO TO ACCESS 
<3)N0T VET TRIED TO ACCESS 
<4)N0T ABLC TO ACCESS 
;S)HAVE OBTAINED SOME 
<6)HAVE OBTAINED MOST " % 

<7)HAVE OBTAINED ALL 
(B)OTHER <88)D0N'T KNOW 
<99)N0 RESPONSE/ 
09 (1)VES <2>M0 (3)00N'T KNOW 

(9)N0 RESPONSE/ 
010P1 TO QI0P4 <1>VES <2)N0 

<7)N0T APPLICABLE 
<9)N0 RESPONSE/ 
Off (f)HIWLV SATISFIED 

(2)S0MEVHAT SATISFIED 
4 <3)NE ITHER SAT OR DISSAT 
<4)SDMEWHAT DISSATISFIED 
(3»HIGHLY DISSATISFIED 
<6)DDN'T KNOW (?}N0 RESPONSE/ 

012 (1>VES (2>N0 <8)D0N'T KNOW 
(9)N0 RESPONSE/ 

013P1 TO Q13P5 <*)LOW <3)ME0-L0W 

<3)MEDIUM (4>ME0-H1GH 
<5)H1GM <8>00N'T KNOW 
<9)N0 RESPONSE/ 

014 <1>VES (2>N0 (fl)OON'T KNOW 
(9>N0 RESPONSE/ 

013 <777.T7)N0T APPLICABLE 
<6B8.88)D0N'T KNOW. 
<999.99)N0 RESPONSE/ 
<B8B)D0N'T KNOW <999)N0 RESPONSE/ 



V. 



QIC 

017P1 TO 017PIB 



016P1 TO 016P8 



019PI TO QI9P7 



020 <1)UN0ER 25 
(3)35 TP 44 
<3)35 TO 94 



(1)VES <3)N0 
<9>N0T SURE 
(9>N0 RESPONSE/ 
<l)USEO (2)N0T 
(3)N0T SURE 
<9)N0 RESPONSE/ 
I OUSEQ <3>N0T 
(3>N0T SUffE P 
(9>N0 RESPONSE/ 
<2)» TO 34 
(4)45 TO ,54 
(6)99 A NO DVER 



USED 



USED 
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ft 



i 



ERIC 



305, 
30G, 
307, 
30A, 

no*). 

310. 

nM. 

3tJ. 
3*3. 
314 . 
3 15. 
3*6. 
3*7. 
3<0. 
319. 
320. 
3? J. 

323 . 
323, 

324 . 
325. 
3?fi. 
3?7. 

32a, 

329. 
330 

331 . 

332 . 
333. 
334 . 
335, 
336. 
337 . 

3na< 

339 ^ 
340. 
34 1-v 
342 . 
343. 
344 . 
345. 
346 , 
347. 
34a. 
349. 
350. 

351 . 

352 . 
353. 
354 . 
333, 
356, 
357, 
36a. 
369. 
360. 
36 1. 
362, 
363. 
364 . 
365. 



02 I 



022 



023 



024 



0)N0 RESPONSE/ 
OHtOH SCHOOL OR LESS 
2)ASS0CIATES OEQREE 
3>BACHEL0R'S OEOFTEE 

4) MASTER'S OEQREE . 

5) MAStER'S PLUS POSTORAOUATE WORK 
6>00CT0ftftTE 

7)LAW OR HEOICAL OEQREE 

etOTHER <0)NO RISPONSE/ 

t)TWO VEAR COLLEGE (2>F0UR YEAfy COLLEGE 

3>STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY 

4)0THER STATE GOVERNMENT AGENCY 

9) L0CAL SCHOOL DISTRICT , 

6) LOCAL GOVERNMENT AGENCY 
7>ELEMENTARY SCHOOi 
a>SECONDARY SCHOOL 
9>FC0CRAL GOVERNMENT AGENCY 

10) S0CIETY OR ASSOCIATION 

t i (RESEARCH AGENCY H2)C0NStlLTING FIRM 

ftj Private business or corporation 

t 4 /OTHER (tS)NOT EMPLOYEO 

99)N0 RESPONSE/ 

MMANAGE, PLAN OR SUPERVISE 

2 IRE SEARCH 0)TEACHINQ OR COUNSELING 

4 ) INFORMATION SUPPORT 

5) STU0ENT (e)OTHER 
9)N0 RESPONSE/ 
t)$35,0OO OR MORE 

$34,090 

% 24. 099 
$19*999 
$14,999 



TO 
TO 
TO 
TO 
TO 



2) $3O.00O 

3) $23. 000 

4) $20 ,000 

5) $t$,000 

6) $tO,000 

7) $9.000 TO $0,099 
elUNDER $5*000 

B)W INCOME (tO)PREFEP NO ANSWER 
39) NO RESPONSE/ 

VAtlJE LABELS ERICTYPE (2)RIE (3>C!0E (4)5EAPCHES (5)00CUMENTS/ 

SAMPLE ( f)CLH5fe«-FACfL«-EOR5 (2)RIE (3)CI0E 
(*)SEARCH SVCE (5>F1CHE COLLECTION 
(6)0EP0SIT ACCT (7)E0RS OROERS 
(e)TAPE SUB-NOT ACCftT SAMPLE/ 

TAPE SUB (O)TAPE SUBSCRIBER ( \ )NOT TAPE SUBSCRIBER/ 
VALUE LABELS RCERICTY (*)rI6 (3)CI0E (4)SEAfiCHES (5)00CUMENTS/ 

RC&AMPLE (DCLHSE-MCIL-EORS (2)PIE (3ICI0E 
(4>SEARCH SVCE (S)riCHE ntlUCTION 
(6)bEP0SIT ACCT (7)E0RS OROtPS 
(B)TAPE SUB-NOT- ACCPT SAMPLE/ r 

PCTAPES (O)TAPE SUBSCRIBER ( t)WT TAPE SUBSCRIBER/; 
MrSSING VALUES M0NTH(88.90 )/ * 

0AY(88*B9)/ 

IIP (00009,00009)/ 

PC00CNUM(888,999)/ 

RCOtPt TO RCOlPtt (9)/ 

RC02 (9)/ 

RC03 TO RCQ5 (8.9) 
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VAp LABELS RCIDNUM UNIQUE REQUESTOR ID NUMBER/ 

RCAPNUM tST OIGIT EQUAL ASSIGNEO tRlC PPOOUCT/ 
RCI03 UNIQUE ACCESS POINT IDENTIFIER/ 



I 



:RLC 



n<i7 P 

3<M. 
36D. 
370, 
37 1 . 
372. 
37H. 
374 , 
t*7S. 
37G, 
,17 7 . 
37B. 
37D, 

3 no. 

381 . 

nn2. 
nnn. 
3ha . 
3nn . 
3nr> . 
3n? . 
im* . 

300. 

391 . 
H92 . 
393. 
3SM , 
393. 
396. 
397. 
39B. 
399. 
400. 
401 . 
402. 
'lOrt . 

404 T 

AOS. 
406. 
407, 
AOB. 
409. 
4tO. 

4<i ; 

412, 
413. 

4 14 * 
4 13, 
416. 
417, 
418. 
419. 
420. 
421. 
422. 
423; 
424. 
425, 
426. 



VAtlJt I.ABELS 



VALUE LABELS 



ALLnrATE 
RECDOE 

MISSlNQ VALUES 
VAR LABELS 
VALUE LABELS . 



RECDDE 

Ml SSI MO VALUES 
VAR LABELS 
VALUE LABELS 



REC0OE 
VAR LABELS 
VALUE LABELS 



RECDDE 
VAR LABELS 



RCOOCNUM #£RIC DOCUMENTS US«0 F I CHE OR PAPER/ 

RCD1P1 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC RIE/ 

RC01P2 TYPE OF PROOUCT ERIC CUE/ 

RCQ1P3 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC ONL I HE SEARCH/ 

RC01P4 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC BATCH SEARCH/, 

RC01P5 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC MICROFICHE/ 

RC01P6 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERtC PRINTEO REPORT/ 

RC01P7 TYPE OF PRODUCT ERIC PRINTEO BIBLIOGRAPHY/ 

RC01P8 TYPE OF PRODUCT - OTHER PRINTEO INDEXES/ 

RC01P9 TYPE OF PTOOUCT - OTHER COMPUTER 0ATABASE6/ 

RC01P10 TYPE OF PROOUCT * OTHER DOCUMENTS/ 

RC01P11 TYPE OF PRODUCT - OTHER - DESCRIBE/ 

RC02 ERIC THESAURUS USED?/ 

RCOd'WAS HEOUESTDR ASSISTED BY STAFF?/ 

RC04 HOW WAS REQUEST RECEIVED?/ 

BC05 HOW WAS RESPONSE OELIVEREO?/ 

MONfll (l)JAN (2)FEB (3)MAR (4 )APR 

(S)MAY (6) JUNE (7)dULY (fl)AUQ 
(9>SEPT ( 10)0CT ( 1 1)W0V ( 12>0EC/ 

RC01P1 TO ItCOIPtl (l)YES <2)ND <9)W0 RESPONSE/ . 
RC02 (1)YES (2)ND (3)00N'T KNOW ^ 

(9)N0 RESPONSE/ 
RC03 (DYES (2)N0 (3)R0STR-STAFF MEMBER 

<0)OON'T KWOV <9)N0 RESPONSE/ 
RC04.RC03 (DIN PERSON (2)TELEPH0NE (3)MA!L 

(4 Mother (5)more than one useo 

(b)oon't know (9)no response/ 
orqtype . rcorqtyp ( 1)c0l or un-ccf (2>c0l or un-of 
( 3 ) state ed, agcy (4)sch lib-local* 
(5)sch lib-hootrs or oist (ft)sch oist rao ctr 
(7jeric clrhse <6)0ther feo supported 
(9)nie-supp0rte0 (to)inter svce prvo 
(ii)public library (f2)s0c or assoc 
(13)0us or corp (m)other (15)eric facility/ 

transpace*50o0o # 

R04 (1*1) (2»2) (3>3) (4-4) <5 THRU t 1*3) ( ELSE-9) 
R04 (9) 

R04 HOW LEARNED OF ERIC, RECOOEO . 
R04 (l)TEACHER OR EMPLOYER (2)FHIEND 

(3)LI8RARY OR INFORMATION (4)SEtF SEARCH AT tIBR 

(5)0THER <9)M0 RESPONSE 

R020 (I'D <2»2) (30) (4*4) (5,6*5) (9*9) 
R020-(9) 

R020 AQE * RE COOt 0 

R020 (DUNDE&J25 (2)25 TO 34 (3)3? TO 44 (4)45 TO 54 
(5)55 AND OVER (9)ND RESPONSE 

R02t <1,2»D <3»2) <4<D (s»4) (6»5) (?,8.99»S) 
R021 DEGREE * RECOOEO * — 
R02t (IftSSOC DEGREE OR LESS (2)BACHE LORS OEQREE 
(3)MASTERS OEQREE (4 )MASTERS*POST' OR AO WK 
(S)DOCTORATE («) OTHER AND NO RESPONSE 

R022 (1.2*1) (3«4«2) (5*3) (?»4) (B»5) 

(6,9 THRU 16*99-6) 
R022 CURRENT EMPtOYER, RECOOEO 
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V 



471 . 

A?n 

on, 
-no 

131 , 
113, 

«i 

115 

inn. 

13!>. 

no, 
11 1 
113 . 
Hi. 
111 . 
in . 
-hg . 

117 . 
110 . 
I4f). 
450. 
451. 
153 ( 
453. 
454. 
155. 
456. 
45TL 
456^ 
459. 
460. 
16< , 
162 r 
463. 

1^1 . 

165. 
166. 
167 + 

469. 
470 + 
171, 
473. 
473, 
174 + 
475. 
176. 
477 t 
17B. 
479. 
4 BO, 
461 , 
463. 
163. 
4B4. 
4B5. 
466, 
467 . 



value Labels 



RECODf 

var labels 
value Labels 



RFr.ODF 

var labels 
value Labels 



if 

IF 
IF 

IF 
IF 

IF 
IF 
IF 



R033 ( 1 )COLLEQE OR UNIVERSITY COSTATE GOVT AGCY 
<3)L0CAL SCH OISTR (4)ELEMENTARY SGML 
, (5)SEC0N0ARY SGML (e)OlHEB OR NO RESPONSE 

R033 (l»1) (3-3) <3*J) (4-4) (9*8) (6.9*6) 
R033 PRIMARY JOO FUNCTION. RECOOCD 
R033 ( f )MAN*0€ , Pt*N OR SUPER (a )RE SEARCH 
< 3) TEACHING OR COUNSEL !/ 

(4) INFORMATION SUPPORT (fl)STUOEMT 
(e)OTHER OR NO RESPONSE 

* i 

R034 (1*0 (*' a ) <3"3> M*" 1 ) < B ' B > t6 ' 6 > t7 ' 7 > t0 ' o) 

<a*9) •< 10.90* 10) * 
R0a4 INCOME t RECOOEO 

R034 (1)*30.OOO OR MORC (3)t3O.OO0 TO $34,999 

(3)$3*.O00 TO $$39*999 (4)$3O,OO0 TO $94, 949 

(5) $19.000 TO $19,999 (6)$ 10,000 TO $14,999 
<7)$3.0OO TO $9,999 (O)UNOER $9,000 

(9)N0 INCOME (10)N0 ANSWER ' 
/' 

(IDf EO 11010 OR 11030 W 11030 OR 13O30 OR 13030 OR + 
H 13010 OR 13030 OR 13040 OR 140tO OR 14030 OR 14030 

DR 14010 OR 15010 OR 16030 DR 15030 OR 19040) 
NEtfTYPEI • 1 / 

(IDf EO U010) NEWTYPtt ■ a 

(OROTYPE EQ 1 OR (I01/eO 31330 OR &1330 OR 43390 OR 

55*40)) / 
NEWTYPE1 ■ 3 

( ORQTYPE EO a OR (1D1 EO 33430 OR 44090) ) NEWTYPE 1 • 4 

(inl EQ 34311 OR 34440 OR 41140 OR 43130 OR 43340 OR 
^ 44301 OR 44430 OR 35450) / 
N NEWTYPEf m s I ■ 

i 

(ORQTYPE EO 3 OR (ID1 EO 31140 OR 43350)) NEVTYPE I • 6 

(101 EO 33140 DR 51200 DR 6406o) NEWTYPE 1 ■ 7 

(ID1 £0*31160 OR 33190 OR 33160 OR 43160 OR 93090 OR 
54110 OR 63040 OR 43^40) 



A 





NEWTYPE 1 


■ 6 


IF 


(DROTYPE 


EO B<) 


IF 


" (OROTYPE 


EO 9) 


IF 


(ORQTYPE 


eg 10 


IF 


(ORGTYPE 


EO 6) 


IF 


(OROTYPE 


EO 9) 


IF 


(OROTYPE 


EO 4) 


IF 


(ORQTYPE 


EO M 


IF 


(OROTYPE 


EO 12 



J 
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I 



:RIC 



■10fT 

i<io> 

193. 
193. 
101 . 
195, 
196. 
107, 
498, 

BOO. 

501 . 

503. 

501. 

504 . 

305. 

50G, 

507 , 

5hfl . 

505\ 

510, 

5M. 

513., 

513. 

5f1* 

515, 

516. 

5f7, 

5(8, 

519', 

530. 

531 , 

533. 

533, 

534, 

535, 

536? 

537, 

538, 

539, 

530, 

sai, 

533, 
Sltf, 
534. 
535. 
536. 
537, 
53rt, 
539, 
540, 
511, 
513. 
543, 
514, 
515, 
546, 
517* 
510, 



ir 
ir 



VALUE LABELS 



IF 
IF 
IF 

VALUE LABELS 

VAR LABELS 
IT 

F 
F 

F 

F 

F 
F 
F 

F 
F 
F 



(OROTYPE EO 13 Oft (101 EQ 73040)) NEWTYPEl > 17 

(OROTYPE EO 14 AND 101 EO 31330 OR 33300 OR 33330 OR 
31070 OR 34350 OR 35140 OR- 35340 OR 35440 OR 31500 
OR 34700 OR 34360 OR 35180 OR 41000 OR 43 160* OR 
43440 OR 430*0 OR 44380 OR 45360 OR 45400 OR 61060 
OR 63030 OR 73080) 

NEWTYPE1 - 16 

NEWTVPE1 (l)ERIC CLRHSES <3)ERIC FACILITY 
(3)CAMPUS MAIN 11B <4>CAMPUS OEPT LIB 
(3) CAMPUS OTH ORO (Q)STATE (EO AGCv (7)STATE LIB 
(fl)FEOERAL ttB (O)OTHER FEO CHSE ( 10>NIE LAB OR CTR 
(IIJlNTERM SRVC PROV (13>SCH OIST MO CTR 
(13>SCH LIB DISTRICT (14>SCH LIB LOCAL 
(19>rUBHC tlflRARV (16>S0CIETV OR ASSOC 
(17)BUSINESS OR CORP ( 18)0THER 

(NEWTVPEt tO 1 OR 3> NCHTYPE3 * I 

(NEWTVPE1 EO 3 OR 4 OR 9) NEHTYPE3 - 3 

(NEWTY&E1 EQ 6 OR 7 OR 6 OR 9 OR 10 OR 11 OR 13 OR 13 

OR 14 OR 15 OR 16 OR 17 OR 16) 
NEWTVPE2 « 3 

NEWTVPE3 (I)ERIC ClHSE 6 FAC (3)ACA0EMlC ACC PTS 
(3>0THER ACC PTS 

NEWTYPE1 TYPE OF ORG*NIZATION~LONO/ 
NEWTVPE3 TYPE OF OROANlZATlON~SM0RT 

(RCI03 EQ 11010 OR 11030 OR 1 1030 OR 13030 OR 13030 OR 
13010 OR 13030 OR 13040 OR 14010 OR • 14030 OR 14030 
OR 14040 OR 15010 OR 15030 OR 15030 OR 15040) 

RCTYPE 1 ■ 1 , 

(RCI03 EO 13010) RCTYPE1 * 3 / 

(RCORGTYP *Q 1 OR <RCI03 EO 31330 OR 31330 OR 43390 OR 

55140)) /t 
RCTYPE 1 * 3 . 

(RCOROTYP EO 3 OR <RCt03 EO 33430 OR 44060)) RCTYPE 1 ■ 4 

a . 

(RC103 EO 34311 OR 34440 OR 41140 OR 43130 OR 43340 OR • 

44301 OR 44430 OR 35450) 
RCTYPE 1 * 5 

(FCORGTYP EO 3 OR (RCI03 EQ 31140 OR 43350)) RCTYPE 1 - * 

<RCI03 EO 33140 OR 61300 OR 64060) RCTYPE1 ■ 7 

(RCI03 EQ 31160 OR 33180 OR 33160 OR 43160 OR 53090 OR 

54110 OR 63040 OR 43f40> 
RCTYPE 1 **8 , 

(RCOROTYP EQ 6) RCTYPE1 • 9 

<RCOROTVP EO 9) RCTYPE I * 10 

(RCOROTYP EQ 10 OR (RC10& EO 44110)) RCTYPE 1 • 11 
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550< IT (RCflRGTYP EQ 6) RCtYPEt - *2 
IT (RCORGTYP to 3) RCTYPt* ■ 13 

*5>, ' . . 

534. IF (RCOROTVP EQ *) RCTYPE* » »4 

555, ' • ■ \ 

5r>r,, IF (RCOROTVP 60 M OR (RCI03 EQ 34290)) RCTYPE* iV***^ 1 

557, ' / 

55ft> IF ( RCOROTVP EQ ** OR (RGI03 EQ 24200 pR 2»240)J* RCTYPE1«*6 

PGO. IF f RCOROTVP EQ *3 OR (RCl03 EQ 72040)) RCtVPE » » 17 

563, tr . (RCOROTVP tQ *4 Aflp RGI03 EQ Sil330 OR 22200 OR 23320 OR 

561. 24070 OR 24300 OR 25*40 OR 25240 OR 25440 OR 31600 

064. OR 34200 OR 342*3 OR 35*80 OR 4*080 OR 42*60 OR 

565, 42440 OR 43010 OR 44280 OR 45360 OR 45400 OR 61080 

566, OR 63030 OR 73C30) 

567, RCTVPE * - *8 
568 

569. VALUE LABELS RCTVPE,* (*)ERIC CLRHSES ( 2)ERIC FACILITY 

570, (3)CAMPUS MAIN LIB (4)CAMPUS OEPT LID 

57*. - (5)CAMPUS OTH ORG (8)5TATE EO AOCV (7 )STATE LID * 

572, (B)fEOERAL, LIB <9)0THER FEO CHSE (10)NIE LAB OR CTR 

f>71 (tt)INTERM SRVC PROV ( *2)SCH OIST RSO CTR 

574. <*3)SCH Lie 0I5TRICT (*4)SCM Lie LOCAL 

575. (15)PUBLIC LIBRARY (te)SOCIETY OR ASSOC 

576. (17)BUSIHESS OR CORP ( t8)0THER 
577, 

578, tF * (RCTVPE 1 EQ * OR 2) RCTVPE2 ■ » 

579, 

580, IF (RETYPE* EQ 3 OR 4 OR 5) RCTYPE2 m 2 

581, 

582, IF • (RCTVPE* EQ 6 OR 7 OR 8 OR 9 OR 10 OR tt OR *2 CR *3 

583, OR *4 OR 15 OR *6 OR *7 OR *8) 

584, RCTVPE2 » 3 
585, 

586, VALUE LABELS RCTYPE2 (*)(ERIC CLMSE A FAC (2)ACA0EMIC ACC PTS 

587, (SMOTHER ACC PTS 9 
588, 

589, VAR LABELS RCTVPE * TYPE Of QRGANI 2AT lOM-LOMO/ 

590, RCTYPE2 TYPE Of OROANI2ATlON-SHffl?T 

591, ' * 

592, IF , ((03P* LT 808) AND (03*2 LT 88)) 

593, HOURS" (Q3P»*(Q3P2/GO)) 

594, * IF ( (Q3P * GE 888) AND (03P2 GE 88)) 

595, H0t^S"999 ' , 

596, MISSING VALUES H0URS(999) 

597, VAR LABELS HOURS HOURS 

598, VALUE LABELS HOURS <999)D0NT KNOW OR NO RESPONSE 

599 > 

600* IF ( (Q7A GT 0 AND LT 777) AND (0*B OE 0 AND Q7B LT 777)) 

60 1 , PROP t - (Q7D/Q7A ) 

603, IF (Q7A EQ 0 OR Q7A OE 777 OR Q7D GE 777) 

603, PR0P»"999 ' - QO^ 

604, MISSING VALUES PR0Pt(999) 0£0 

605, VAR LADELS PROPt RATIO 00C5 TO f OF OOCS 

606, VALUE LABELS PROPt (999 )NA-DK-Nft 

607, If <f07B or O AND Q7B LT 777) AND <07C Ofe 0 AND Q7C LT 

608, 777)) PROP2-f07C/Q7B) 

609, If (Q7B EQ 0 Oil 07 B .GE 777 OR Q7C GE 777) 



PPOPJ*000 
MISSING VALUES PPOPJ(OOO) 
V/AP LABELS PPOP2 PAT 10 PELE V DOCS TO H OOCS 

VAMJt LABELS PROP? (OOO)NA-DK-NR 

FPtOUENClES GENERAL »*ALL 

SAVE FILE ROTRCOPf 

\ INI 511 
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APPENDIX E , > 

■; . EDUCATION POPULATION SURVEY 

DESCRIPTION OF METHODS " 

E,l Description of Sample 

The ptirpose of the Education Population 1 Survey was to measure the 
use' and awareness of ERIC via a mall questionnaire survey 'among meinbers of the 
U.S. educational community In general 1 . The ability to do this was dependent 
upon the ability to construct a sample which could be chosen with known proba- 
blllty from a specif ic. population so that survey responses could be projected 
back to that "population* Table E.l shows how the sample was constructed, 

' " With the cooperation of NIE staff* decisions were made concerning 

the, specific educational ■ communities which would be^studled. These categories 
are listed in, column 1 of Tkble E.l* 

In column 2 under "original estimate*' are listed our initial esti- 
mates of the population sizes each of these categories. These are drawn 
from data supplied by NCES and data drawn from the Educational Information 
Market Study . Altogether, these estimates produce a total of 2*748,239 indi- 
viduals in the U.S. educational community. 

In column 2 are given the list sizes produced by the Educational , 
Directory , a firm which specializes in updating and selling mailing lists' of , 
individuals within the U.S. educational community- Here we see that the * 
coverage of Practitioners is substantially less in the Educational Directory, 
for Practitioners than in the NCES estimates, 2,647,339 vs. 1*626,487. ' After 
discussions with Educational Directory staff, we determined that the reason 
for this discrepancy was due both to (l) under-reporting because of the dif- 
ficulty of collecting individual teachersj* names and addresses, and (2) dif- 
ferences in definitions within some categories (e.g., the Educational Directory 
includes some" non-instructional staff with various teacher categories). 



Tabic E*l Description of Education Population Survey Sample 



1 


*> 


3. 






6 

U * 


Population 


Original 


Est. Used Sntnple 


Response 


Weighting 


Category 


Ectinmtc 


for 






Factor 






Weighting 








Practitioners 












Teachers 


2*4 million 1 


Xf J J. u , ouu 


/vnn 

4UU 


122 


12,400 


Principals 


104,67s 1 


Ix 

/ 7 (MA J 


i nn 

J.UU 


35 


2,269 


School Librarians* other " 142.660^ 


36 ?7 2^*^ 


J. w 


34 . 


1,008 




2,647,339 


1,626,487 


600 


191 




Administrators 




J. , D JO 








School District Staff 


65.000 2 


1 nn 


JO 




Intermediate Agency 


3.400 2 










State Education Staff 


9.500* 


6. 968*' 6 


100 


67 


104 




77,900 


130,506 


200 


i n r * 




Academics 6 Consultants 












Dept. of Ed* Deans 


23.000 2 * 


3 1,702* 


50 


23 


74 


Dept* of Ed* Faculty 




39 , 99 6* 


100 


44 


909 


Ed* Consultants 




1.989* 


50 


13 


153 




23,000 


43,687 


200 


80 




Grand Totals w 


2,748,239 


1,800,680 1 


,000 


376 7 




SOURCE: King Research, 


Inc* , ERIC Cost 


and Usage Study 


, Education Population Survey, * 


1981* 













figures taken from NCES Projections of Educational Statistics for 1980* 
2 

Figures taken from The Educational Information Market Study, Study of Information 
Requirements in Education (ED 135411)* " 
3 T 
Includes both faculty and deans of depts* of Education. 

4 

Figures published by Educational Directory , the source of mailing lists used for sample 
development* 

^Includes school librarians only* 

Includes intermediate agency staff* 

^Mail-out date was April 14, 1981. One mail reminder was sent to non- respondents in 
May 1981* Receipt of questionnaires was closed on June 25, 1981- 
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For Administrators and Academics & Consultants, however, the Educa- 
tional Directory lists more names and addresses thai! the Educational Informa- 
tion Market Study used for the estimates presented here* In addition, the 
Educational Directory's categories for School District Staff and State Educa- 
tion staff include intermediate agency staff. 

We decided that, since the Educational Directory does provide the 
single most complete listing of educators in the U.SI, that it would be used ' 
as the basis for the sample used in the Education Population Survey*^ However, 
the problem arose as to which population the survey results should be pro- 
jected; the NCES/Educational Information Market Study population, or the 
Educational Directory population? We opted for the latter, baseJ on the fol- 
lowing reasoning: , 

1* Given that the definitions and categories used by the 

Educational Directory may be somewhat different than those 
used by the NCES, projecting to the NCES population may not 
be justif led* * 

2. Even though this results in an apparent underestimate in the 
Practitioner population size, Practitioners are still the 
major population category studied, and their responses are 
still weighted more highly than the other two population 
categories " - 

Dividing the estimated population size (column 3) by the responses 
received in each category (column 5) yielded the weighting factors used to 
project survey responses up to the population total of 1,800,680* (The reader 
should note that this i£ only the "educational community" in the U*S.; it does 
not completely reflfect the potential user population for ERIC since (l) stu- 
dents were not explicitly sampled, and (2) a substantial market exists for ERIC 



In actuality, more than a dozen separate lists were purchased, 'each with the 
specified minimum of 1,000 names per list; these were subsequently sub-sampled 
to provide the desired sample size. 

. • E-3 
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outside the educational community among, for example, individuals working in 
related fields such as clinical and social psychology, social work, demo- 
graphics and epidemiology, public administration, and other fields* 



Due to the above ^caveats, we suggest that our estimates of the 
size of the U*S* educational community and ERIC market be interpreted as 
conservative estimates* 

E*2 The Questionnaire 

The questionnaire used in the Education Population Survey is dis- 
played on the following pages. It is divided into the following sections! 



The reader should note that, there is substantial similarity between this ques- 
tionnaire and the Requestor Population Survey questionnaire* This was done so 
that responses from both questionnaires could be compared* 



Questions 16-20 



Questions 1~3- 
Questions 4— 15 



Awareness and use of ERIC in general 

Questions about the ERIC product or service used 
most recently " j 

Demographics (employer type, age, income, etc*) 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION 



WASHINGTON, D.C. 20208 

/ 



April 14, 1981 



Dear Educator: 



/ 



/ 



The National Institute of Education of the U*S* Department of Education 
has contracted yith King Research, Inc* to conduct a study of the Educational 
Resources Information Center (ERIC)* With central guidance and financial* 
assistance front the NIE, ERIC offers information about the research and 
practice literature of education through a host of products and services that 
include Resources in Education » Current Index to Journals' in Education , ERIC 
paper copy and microfiche reports, the ERIC computerized database, and a formal 
network of 16 ERIC Clearinghouses* The study has been .designed to gather 
information about costs associate i with the production, and distribution of 
ERIC products and services as well as information about the people such 
products and services are reaching* ' 

A voluntary national survey of * persons from the education community is 
being conducted as part of the study* You have been selected randomly as a 
representative* from a subcommunity of persons ERIC is intended to serve* 
Since there were only 1,000 names selected for the entire survey, your response 
to the enclosed* 1 questionnaire is very important* The information you provide 
will be reported only in summary form and individuals* names will not be 
associated with specific responses; it i& King Research's policy not to reveal 
the names of survey respondents to anyone other than the staff members who are 
responsible for conducting the survey* 

The completed questionnaire should be returned to King Research, Inc* in 
the enclosed postage^paid return envelope* If you have any questions about the 
survey, please call Ms* Colleen Schell, Survey Director,— King Research, Inc* y 
at (301) 881-6766, collect* * / 



Thank you for your cooperation. 



Dennis McDonald, Ph*D* 
Project Director 
King Research, Inc*^ 



r 




Joseph Heinmlller, Ed*D* 
Project Officer 

National Institute' of Education 
Research and Educational Practice Unit 



P.S* Please complete- and return this questionnaire by May 1, 1981, 



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 



FOR/4 APPROVED 
FED AC No, S223 
Approval Expires i 

May 31, 1981 
LD, Number; 



This study Is being conducted by KJng 
Research, Inc. under contract with 'the 
National Institute of Education. 



ERIC COST AND USAGE STUDY 
EDUCATIONAL POPULATION SURVEY . 

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE BEGINNING THE QUESTIONNAIRE: 

For most questions In- this questionnaire, you will circle a number next to a category 
which most closely corresponds to your response. For a few questions you will be 
asked to write In your response. + 

Not all questions wilt apply to you. Therefore, please follow any Instructions noted 
within the context of a question* These Instructions will appear In parentheses { ). 



PLEASE NOTE: There are many types of Information products and services, such as 

Indexes, computerized databases* bibliographies, etc. Throughout this questionnaire, 
we wilt be concerned primarily with those Information products and services which are 
provided by the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC). 



1. Prior to receiving this cover tetter and questionnaire, had you ever heard of the 
Educational Resources Information Center (ERlC)r (CIRCLE I, 2, OR '3.) 

t t Yes 1 

No 2 

Not Sure 3 



S£$rt here 



This report is authorized by legislation (20 
* U*S*C. 122U). While you are not required 
ED 215 C t0 res P on< *' your cooperation is needed to 

make the results of. the .survey accurate and 
timely. 
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3.13 



I 

I 

r 

I 
1 
1 

■2) 

I 

1 

I 

1 
1 
1 

I 

1 



Have you ever used or obtained any of the following typos of ERIC information products or services to obtain Informa- 
tion for yourself or for someone else? (CIRCLE I IF YOU ARE NOT AWARE OF THE EMC PRODUCT OR SERVICE, 
2 IF YOU ARE AWARE OF IT BUT HAVE NEVER USED IT , 2 IF VOV HAVE \)SED IT 0URJNG THE PAST 4 WEEKS . 
4 IF YOU HAVE USED IT DURING THE P AST H AjOTTTTT? , 5 IF YOU USED IT OVER 12 MONTHS AflO , AM> & IP VOU 
USED IT BUT PONT REMEMBER WHEU'J , 



Product or Service 



RI E ( Resources In Education , a monthly 
£fUC journal which abstracts and Indexes 
the educational report literature) 

CU E ( Current Index to Journals In 
Education , a monthly EKiC journal which 
covers the educational periodical liter- 
ature) 

Computer Searching of ERIC (Computer- 
ized searching or the ERIC bibliographic 
database, often conducted through use 
of a terminal Interacting via telephone * 
with a computer, or conducted by group- 
ing several requests together for sub- 
mission at one time to a computer) 

ERIC Microfiche (pages photographically * 
reduced to flt^n an index-card~sized 
piece of film* requiring use of a magni- 
fying or protection device to read) 

ERIC Printed Report (Any report 
produced or supplied by any ERIC 
organization, which js printed on paper, 
usually with an "ED" Identifying number) 

ERIC Printed Bibliography (Any list of 
bibliographic references other than 
computer printouts from an outline or 
batch search of, the ERIC database, 
which Is produced and distributed on 
paper by any ERIC organization) 

Si 

ERIC Referral Servic es (The provision 
by any ERIC organization of names of 
programs* individuals, or organizations 
which can be contacted by the requestor 
for additional information* Referral 
services are often provided in person, 
by phone, or by letter, .instead of 
through distribution of previously- 
produced printed reports, documents, 
or bibliographies) 

Other (Any other ERIC product or 
service not included above. Please, 
describe. ) 





Aware 


Used 


Used 


Used ■ 


Used But 




but 


Ourlng 


Ourlng 


Over 12 


Oon't 


Not 


Never 


Past 


Past 12 


Months 


Remember 


Aware 


Used 


U Weeks 


Months 


Ago 


When 


1 


2 


3 




5 


6 




*> 










1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 



I 



NOTE; IF YOU CIRCLED »3", "1", "5", OR "6* 1 . FOR ANY OF THE ERIC PRODUCTS OR 

, SERVICES IN QUESTION 3, PLEASE CONTltfUFW ITH QUESTION H. OTHERWISE, 
PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 16. 



T 



4« Which type of ERIC product or service from Question 3 did you use or obtain most recently? 
(PLEASE IUSERT THE HA ME OF THE PRODUCT OR SERVJCE USED HOST RECENTLY. IF 
YOU USE0 SEVERAL ERIC PRODUCTS OR SERVICES AT THE SAfiE TIME, CHOOSE THE 
ONE WHICH YOU SPEUT THE MOST TIME USING.) 



□ 



5. 



Briefly, please describe the question, problem, or Information need which lead you to 
or obtain this ERIC product or service: 



use 



6* * How did you* first find out that this typi of ERIC product or service existed? (PLEASE 
CIRCLE THETftDE NUMBER OF THE MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE. PLEASE CIRCLE 



ONLY ONE NUMBER.) 

From a teacher, professor, or employer ^ . . . 01 

i 1 ' * 

From a friend, colleague, or fellow student 02 

From the staff at a library, media center, A/V department, Information 
center, or clearinghouse * + + . 03 

Found out about It by myself while doing research In a library, media 

center, A/V department, Information center, or clearinghouse * 04 

C Read about It In a book, report, or other document . * 05 

Received a notice or advertisement about It In the mall 06 

\ Saw It described In a poster at or near my placeof employment or study * 07 

" f Heard about ft at a professional conference * . * * 08 

/ - Read.about It In a journal, magazine, or newsletter 09 * 

j / 

1 don't remember 10 

\^ Other (describe) ; ; 

+ 

* + /+ + .+ 11 



7* When you used or obtained this ERIC product or service, did you have specific authors 
or documents In mind, or were you searching for information ori a specific topic without 
having specific authors or documents In mind? (PLEASE CIRCLE THE CODE NUMBER OF 
THZ MOST APPROPRIATE. RESPONSE. ) 

s 

I had specific authors or documents In. mind • ♦ • 1 

I was searching for information on a specific topic ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ 2. 

Both of the above # + + *•• + + #*- + + + . + . + + + 4 3 
Neither of the above (please describe) ; ] 



..ojt'tf aid you obtain pnysiCw* JCwc^s u> tnls EKIC product or service so that you could * 
actually read or examine It 7 (PLEASE .CIRCLE THE CODE NUMBER OF THE MOST APPRO- 
PRIATE RESPONSE.) i 

I did not obtain physical access to a product or service which 

could be read or examined ■ . . ' I 

From a teacher, professor, or employer 2 

From a friend, colleague, or fellow student 3 

From a library, media center, A/V department, Information center, 
; or non-ERIC clearinghouse " 4 



From an ERIC Clearinghouse, the ERIC Facility, or from the ERIC 

Document Reproduction Service (EDRS) 5 



I don't remember . . . 
Other (please describe) 



Which of the following categories best describe how you used or applied (or Intended to 
use or apply) the Information obtained from the ERIC product or service you used or 
obtained most recently! (CIRCLE CODE NUMBERS OF ALL THAT APPLY.) 

To support the teaching, training, or guidance of my own or someone 

else's students - ■ ■ ■ ■ 1 

* To support my study In a class I was taking * 2 

To support my own research project t . 3 

To help plap, manage, administer or evaluate an organization's activi- 
ties (e.g., a school, school district/ state" agency, or other organization) 4 » 

I did not Intend to use or apply the Information myself since I was 

obtaining It for someone else's use ....... .V* 5 

I don't remember .* -, ■ 6 

Other (please^ describe) : 



Overall, how satisfied were you with the Information you obtained from the ERIC product 
6r service which you used most recently 1 (CIRCLE CODE NUMBER OF THE MOST APPRO 
PRIATE RESPONSE.) 

Highly satisfied 1 

1 T 

Somewhat satisfied 2 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 

Somewhat dissatisfied 4 

. Highly dissatisfied '. 5 

Did the information which you obtained from that ERIC product or service, help you to 
identify any other Information sources or documents which you found to be useful or 
v relevant to the question, problem* or information need you identified in question #5? 
(CIRCLE J, 2, 3 P OR 4*) 

Yes , * * " - 1 (continue with Qttl2a) 



1 



Ho 2 

Don't Know'* 3 )> (skip to Q$14) 

Don't Remember" ?>> . . . * 



\ 



12a, Please circle tttt code numbers corresponding to 
you Identified from the ERIC product or service 
(CIRCLE CODE NUMBERS OF AIL THAT APPLY 



those additional Information sources which 
you used or obtained most recently. 



Names of Individuals who could be 
contacted for additional Information. 

Names of organizations which could 
♦be contacted for further Information 

Titles of documents (e.g., reports, 
articles, books, etc.) . . , . . * . 



Names of programs or projects (e*g. 
demonstration projects , * research 
projects, etc.) . . . \ 



Other sources of Additional useful 
or relevant Information (please " 
describe) ; „ 



12b, 



NOTE ? If you circled "3", approx- 
imately how many documents did you 
Identify Afhlch were useful or rele- 
vant toxne question, problem, or 
Information need you Identified In 
question #5? (INSERT NUMBER IN 
BOX; VSE "0" FOR "NONE" AND 
"DK" FOR "flON'T KNOW" OR 
"DON'T REMEMBER'!.) 



documents 



13. 



If you Identified titles of any useful or relevant documents (response 13 to question t2a), 
have you been able to obtain access to these documents so that your could J*aad or examine 
them! (CIRCLE CODE NVMBER OF MOST APPROPRIATE RESPONSE. ) 

No relevant documents were Identified v * 1 

I did not need to obtain access to these documents 2 

1 have not yet tried to obtain access to the Identified documents . . , . 3 

Have obtained access ta none of the documents even though* I have tried . *l 

Have obtained access to some of the documents . . 5 

Have obtained 

access to most of the documents . 6 

Have obtained access to al[6f the documents 7 

Other (please describe) i . ; 

■. - ' ... ,'. . . 



in. ' During the past six months, approximately how many other times have you had questions, 
problems, or Information needs which lead to your using or obtaining the type of ERIC 
product or service you used most recently? (INSERT NUMBER IN BOX, ZERO (0) IF 

none.) : > 



times 



15* Based on Your past experience, would you use tjhe type of ERIC product or service 
(which you used most recently) in the future? (CIRCLE J OR 2.) 

Yes ; 1 

* No 2 , 



ERIC 
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1 



Lie 



16. Finally, a tow questions tor statistical purposes only ... What Is your age? 

0 * UnW 25 ... 

25 to\j* , , , , 2 

35 to W\ 3 

45 to 51* \ , , . n 

55 to &i| ', \ 5 . 

65 and over . \ , 6 

17. What Is the highest' degree you have Obtained? 

High school diploma or less .. .\ ....... 1 

Associate degree * \ * 

s Bachelor's degree , \ 3 

Master's degree * . \ . , % , , 4 

Master's 1 degree plus postgraduate coursework, . . 5 

Doctorate ,s 

r 

cLaw or Medical degree 7 

Other (please describe) ; . 
»' . . .. . 6 

16. - Which of the following categories best describes your current employer or primary 
affiliation? (CIRCLE ONE ONLY*) 

Junior college or two year college ,01 

Four year college or university 02 

s State education agency 03 

Other state government agency <W 

Local school district 05 

Local government agency ...... 06 

* * 

Elementary school 07 

t 

Secondary school *, 08 

Federal government agency .09 c 

" Society or association 10 

Research firm 11 , 

Consulting firm 12 

Private business or. corporation ". : 13 

Other Jplease describe) ; 

14 

Not employed by or affiliated with any 

organization . , , 15 

* . .. E-ll ^8 , 

<* 



19* To which of the following job- or school- related functions do you regularly devote the 
largest proportion of your time? (CIRCLE THE CODE NUMBER OF THE MOST APPRO- 
PRIATE RESPONSE.) 

Administration* supervision* management* or planning . * * * 1 

Research or evaluation ? 2 

Teachjng/tralnlng, or counseling v 3 

Information support (e.g. / librarian* Information specialist) 4 

Student 5 

Other (please give Job title. and function): 



20* For statistical purposes only* which of the following categories describe your total Income 
(before taxes) for 19807 Include your Income only . Do not Include the Income of other 
Immediate family members who are living with you* (CIR'UtE ONE NUMBER*) 



$35* 000 or more 

530*000 but less than $35,000 
$25,000 but less than $30 r 000 
$20*000 but less than $25*000 
$15*000 but less than 520*000 
$10*000 but less than $15 r 000 
$5*000 but less than $10*000 * 

Under $5, 000 * 

No Income 

Prefer not to answer * . * . 



01 
02 
03 
0" 
05 
06 
07 

oe 

09 
10 



THANK VOU! PLEASE RETURN THIS 
QUESTIONNAIRE TO THE ADDRESS 
AT THE RIGHT IN THE ENCLOSED* 
POST-PAID ENVELOPE. 



KING RESEARCH* INC* 
P*0* BOX 71 
ROCKV1LLE* MD 20650 



E-L2 



33$ 



E*3 Description of Education Population Survey Database 



The following pages list the structure of the SPSS file used for 
data analysis* 
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39 . 




40. 








A *J 




4 3 




■1*1 , 




4C 

** J . 




Aft 




4 7 




4ft 




4Q 




Crt 
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•5*1 




■54. 




55; 




5S, 




57. 




5Q, 




59. 




GO, 



// dOti (M5lG,9309),L£VlTZ t CLASS*0 ■ * , " 

/ 1 NOSE TUP 

//'COMMENT RUN TO SAVE EOUCATION POPULATION WITH RECOOEO VARIOUS 
//PROCL10 00 0SN*CCIAPP.PR0CL1B,0ISP-SHV1 
// EXEC SPSS 

//Ho4F0Ot 00 UNIT-3330,0SN*WYL,H2KR11,ERICE0P2, 

// OISP-(OLO), \j 

// SPACER TRK, (20. 10),RLSE) ,0CB*BLKSIZE»G200.V0L*SER*TS01 

//FT00F001 00 0SN*WYL,H2KrI1.ERICEP0P,0ISP*(0L0,KEEP>, 

// UNlT*3330 4 VOL-SEft*TS01 , 

// OC(l-<RECFM<-rG,LRECL-0O,BLKSIZE*72O) 

//SVSIN 00 * 

NIJMH£RE0 YES 

RUh NAME EOUCAT IONAL POPULATION RECOOEO 

OATA LIST FIXEO (1) /I POPTYPE 1 1 

SERNUM 2-4 

IONUM 1-4 

01 5 

02P1 t 02P2 ,02P3,02P4 l 02P5 l 02P6,02P7 l 02PQ,02P9,02P 10, 
02Pl1,02Pl2 t 02Pl3,02Pl4,02Pl3,02PlG,02Pl7,02Pl8 6-23 
R02P1 P R02P2 ,R02P3 P R02P4 ,R02P5,RO?PG i R02P7 pR02PB, 
RQ2P9,RQ2PtlO.R02Pn,RQ2Pl2,RQ2Pf3,RQ2Pl4,RQ2Pl5, 
R02Pt6, : R02Pl7.R02Pia 6*23 

03P1 ,03P2,03P3 P 03P4 ,03P5 P 03P6 ,03P7 ,03P6 24-31 
R03JM ,R03P2,R03P3,R03P4,Rg3P5,R03ft>6,R03P7,R03Pfl 24-31 
04 32-33 
RQ4 32-33 
EBICUSER 32*33 

06 34 »35 I 
HOG 34-35 
Q% 36 
08 37-38 

09P1 ,Q9P2 i Q9P3 i Q9P4 i Q9P5 i Q9P6,Q9P7 39-45 

010 46 

011 47 

Q12AP1 P Q12AP2,Q12AP3 P Q12AP4,Q12AP5 4B-52 
012Q 53-55 
R012B 53-55 

013 56-57 

014 58-60 
RO 14 58-60 

015 61 

016 62 

R016 62 x 

017 63 
R017 £3 

018 64-65 
R018 ^64-65 

Qt9 gg 

R019 66 

020 67-68 

R020 67-68 



INPUT MEOIUM 
n or CASES 

MISSING VALUES 



TAPE 
UNKNOWN 

02Pt TO 02PI6 <9)/ 
03P1 TO 03P8 {9)/ 
04 (77,88,99)/ 
06 (77,88*99)/ 



-34a- 



61 07 (7,0,9)/ * 

M» 00 (77,00,99)/' 

T>1 < 09P1 TO 09P7 (7.0,9)/ 

fl<1 - 010 (7,0,9)/ 

011 (7.9)/ 6 , 

Ofi Q12AP1TO OlSAPfl (7.0.0)/ 

«7 0f2fl (777,000,999)/ 

fin. 013 (77*00.99)/ 

r.fl. 01<1 (777,1)88,999)/ 

™ ; 013 (?. a. id/ 

M 0,16 TO 017 (9)/ 

'2 V OlB (99)/ 

73. 1 019 (g)/ 

7-t 020 (99) " 

/5. " * ' ' , > 

7C>, . VAR LABELS POPTYPE 1 POPULATION CATEGORY .-LONG VERSION/ 

77. 5ERNUM 10 NUMOER/ ^ 

/« 01 HAO YOU HEARO OF ERIC BEFORE?/ 

/!>. 02P1 AOULT. CAREER ft VOCATIONAL £OUCM ION/ 

WO, 02P2 COUNSELING ft PERSONNEL SERVICES/ 1 

81. 02P.3 EDUCATIONAL MANAGEMENT// 

92. - * 0?P4 ELEMENTARY ft EARLY CHILOHOOO E0UCAT10N/ 

03. 02P5 HANOICAPPEO ft QIFTEO CHILOREN/ - 

B<1, ■ 02P6 HIGHER EOUCATION/ ; 

85, 02P7 INFORMATION RESOURCES/ 

8G. 02P8 JUNIOR COLLEGES/ " 

87. 02P9 LANGUAGES ft LINGUISTICS/ 

88. 02P10 REAOINQ ft COMMUNICATION SKILLS/ , 
09. 02P11 RURAL EOUCATION ft SMALL SCHOOLS/ 

90, 02P12 SCIENCE* MATH ft ENVIRONMENTAL EOUCATION/ ~ 0 
31- i 02P13 SOCfAL STUOIES* SOCIAL SCIENCES EOUCATN/ ? 



92. : 02P14 TEACHER EDUCATION/ 

93. 02P15 TESTS, MEASUREMENTS ft EVALUATION/ " 
9-1, 02P16 URBAN EOUCATION/ 
95, 02P17 ERIC PROCESSING ft. REFERENCE/ 
96- 02P18 ERIC OOCUMENT REPRODUCTION SCRVlCE/ 
97 . 03P1 RIE/ 

03P2 CUE/ 

99. 03P3 COMPUTER SEARCHING OF ERIC/ 

1QO + 03P4 ERIC MICROFICHE/ . * 

101. * 03P3 ERIC PRINTEO REPORT/ 

102. 03P6 ERIC PRINTEO BIBLIOGRAPHY/ 

103. 03P7 ERIC REFERRAL SERVICE/ 
10-1 . 03P8 OTHER/ 

105, 04 TYPE OF ERIC SERVICE USED RECENTLY/ 

106, 06 HOW 010 YOU FIRST LEARN OF ERIC?/ 

107, 07 WHAT WERE YOU SEARCHING FOR?/ 

108, 08 WHERE OID YOU OBTAIN ACCESS TO ERIC?/ 

109, 09P1 SUPPORT TEACHING OF STUDENTS/ " 

110, 09P2 SUPPORT OWN CLASS STUDIES/ 
ill- 09P3 SUPPORT 5ELF RESEARCH PROJECT/ - 
112^ ' 09P4 TO MANAGE OR EVALOaYE ACTIVITIES/ 

113. 09P5 OBTAIN INFORMATION- FOR SOMEONE £LSE/ 

114. 09P6'OON'T REMEMBER/ 

115. 09P7 OTHER/ 
116 + 010 SATISFACTION/ 

117, OH 010 INFORMATION IE AD TO OTHER SOURCES?/ 

118, 012AP1 INDIVIDUALS/ 

119, 012AP2 ORGANIZATIONS/ 

120, 012AP3 OOCUMENTS/ 

O 121- 012AP4 PROGRAMS OR PROJECTS/ 
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1 ?? 








1 ?r1 








i ?g 




i ^ / 








i 




1 In 




1 1 1 




1 IP 




i :i;t 




I'M 








iin 




r i / 




nn 




iim 




t in 

M 1 




T-K 1 




Ml 




1 *H 




I J*j 




1 -ir r 




1 .17 




i .in 




mo 




1 so 




if* i 


i 


1fi7 




Tj^ 




l^.l 




ITjO 




ISA 




ir>7 








15^ 




IfiO 




IG 1 




16? 




1G1 




IfiJ 




165 




1G6 




1£7 




ICR 




1G1 




170 




17 1 




f 77 




173 




174 




17& 




T?6 




177 




17B 




179 




TBO 




181 




102 



012AP9 OIHtfr/ 

01211 'HOW MANY 00CUMENTS7/ 

013 AULE TO OBTAIN ACCESS TO DOCUMENTS?/ 

014 OTHER TIMES VOU HAD QUESTIONS/ 

015 WOULD VOU USE SAME SERVICES AGAIN?/ 
01G AGE/ 

017 OEORtE/ 

010 CURRENT EMPLOYER/ 

01!? PMMARY JDtt FUNCTION/ 

0?O INCOME CATEGORY OEFORt TAKES/ 



P0P1YPE1 <OTEACHEft$ <2>PRINClPALS 
3>SCH00L LIBRARIANS <4)SCH00L DISTRICT STAFF 
3JSTATE EDUCATION STAFf 

6) ACA0EMlC DEPT. HEADS IN EDUCATION 

7) FACULTIES OF ED. DEPTS 

8) E0UCATIDN CONSULTANTS/ 

01 ( 1 ) YES (2)NJ (3>N0T SURE/ 
02P1 TO 02Pt& <t)NOT AWARE 
2)AWARE OUT NO CONTACT 

3 IC0N1ACT IN PAST 4 MO 

4 ^CONTACT IN PAST 12 M 

5) C0NTACT OVER 12 MO 

G-) CONTACT OON'T REM WN/ 
03P1 TO 03P0 ( 1 )NOT AWARE 

2) AWARE BUT NEVER USED 
3>USE0 IN PAST 4 MONTHS* 
4)USE0 IN PAST 12 HNTHS 
5>USE0 OVER 12 MONTHS AGO 
G)USEO DON'T REMEM WHEN/ 

04 COME (2>CIJE 

3) ERlC COMPUTER SEARH 

4 ) ERlC microfiche 

5>ER!C PRINTED REPORT 

6) ERlC PRINTEO BIBLIOGRAPHY 

7) EMG REFERRAL SERVICES 
eJOTHER/ 

06 (l)TEACHER OR EMPLOYER 
2>FRIEN0 *3>LIBRARY. ETC. STAFF 

4) SELF SEARCH (5)B00K, REPORT OR DOCUMENT 
6>MAIL AD (7>P0STER AO AT JOB 

o Professional conference * 

9) JOURNAL • MAGAZINE 
1O>D0N'T REMEMBER 

1 1 >DTHErr/ 

7 ( OSPEC authors or documents 
2>inf0rm on spec topic ' 

3) d0th <4)neither/ 

os (ooio not obtain 1 access 
2)from teacher or employer 
f 3 )from fri^no ( 4 ) l i br ar y , etc . 

5) from eric 

6>00n't remember (7)0ther/ 

Q9P1 TO 09P7 (l>YES (2)N0/ 
010 (OHIGHLV SATISFIED 
2J SOMEWHAT SATISFIED (3 )NE I THER 

4 ) SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED 

5) HIGHLV DISSATISFIED/ 
Ql 1 { 1)YES (2)N0 (3>D0N'T KNOW 
(4 )0ON r T REMEMBER/ 
012AP1 TO 0I2AP5 <l)YE5 <2)N0/ 
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1H3 013 <1>N0 DOCUMENTS IDENTIFIED 

1"1 (2)N0,NEEb FOR DOCUMENTS 

imi (3>N0T YET TRIFO TO ACCESS (4>ACCESSE0 NONE 

inn' " (s)accesscd some (6>accesseo most . * % 

1ft7 (7>ACCESSE0 ALL (0>OTHER/ > 

inn. 010 ( i)yes <2>no/ , 

inn 016 ( 1 > UNDER 23 (2)35 TO 34 

*'10, (3)33 TO 44 (4)40 TO 04 <!J>33 TO 64 

I'll , U)Cft A NO OVER/ 

l 1 )? 017 (l)HIOH SCHOOL DIPLOMA OR LESS^ 

inn - (2>ASS0CIAT£ DEGREE ( 3/flACHELOR ' S DEGREE 

I'M (4>MASTER'S DEGREE (6>MASTER'S + PSTORO W 

19ti, (6>00C1i0RAT* (7)LAW OR MEOICAL DEGREE : (Q)OTHER/ 

10f> 4 0)0 (1)JR OR 3 YEAR COLLEGE 

197, (2>UNIVERSITY OR 4 YEAR COLLEGE 

no, , ( 3 )STATE EDUCATION AGENCY 

(4)dther state government agency \ 

2q0 ( g ) local school district 

701 (g)local government agency 

70? (7)elementary school (8)sec0n0ary school 

20:1, (9)feoeral government agency 

Jlvt. (io)society or ASSOCIATION 

?05' (ll)RESEARCH FIRM t 12 )CONSULTlNG F IBM 

?or, (13)PR|VATE BUSINESS 

207, (14)0THER (Ift)NOT EMPLOYED/ 

?Oft . , 019 ( 1 )ADMlNf STRATION 

20tf. (2)RESEARCH OR EVALUATION ' 

210, (3)TEACHlNG OR COUNSELING 

211. ( 4 ) INFORMATION SUPPORT (5)STU0ENT 
HI 212. (G)OTHER/ 

' 213 020 ( 0*35,000 OR MORE 

214. (2>$30.000 TO $34,999 (3>$25,000 TO $29,999 

- 215 (4>$20.000 TO $24 ,939 (5>$t3,0O0 TO $19,939 

21G (G)110,00Q TO $14,999 (T>$5.000 TO $3,999 

217. (8)UN0ER $5*000 <9>N0 INCOME ( 10)PREFER NO ANSWER/ 
218, 

219, ALLOCATE TRANSPACE-3000O 

220. 

j 221, IF ( POPTYPE 1 EO 1) E0WEIGHT-1240O 

222, IF , (P0PTYPE1 EO 2) E0WEIGHT-22G9 

223. IF (POPTYPE 1 EO 3) £0 WEIGHT" 1008 

224, IF ( POPTYPE 1 EO 4) EOWE IGHT-325 t 

225. I F ( POPTYPE 1 EO 5) EOWEIGHT-104 
22n. IF (POPTYPE 1 EO 6 ) E0WEIGHT-74 

227, IF ( POPTYPE' 1 EO 7) E0WElGHT*9O9 

228, IF t (POPTYPE 1 EO 9) E0WEIGHT-153 

229, ' 

230, IF *<P0PTYPE1 EO 1 OR 2 0R,3) P0PTYPE2- 1 

231, IF (POPTYPE* EO 4 OR 5) P0PTYPE2-2 

232, IF (POPTYPEl EO 6 OR T^pR 8) P0PTYPE2"3 
233 

234. VAR LABELS P0PTYPE2 POPULATION CATEGORY-SHORT VERSION/ * 

235^ VALUE LABELS" POP TYPE 2 ( 1 )PRACTITI0NERS ( 2 )AOMlNlSTRATORS 

23G (3)ACA0EMICS ft CONSULTANTS/ 
237. 

238. RECOOE R04 (l-1> (2-2) (3*3) (4-4) (5,G-5> 

239. (7,6-6) (68,99*8) (77*7)/ 

240. -R02M TO R02P 18 ( 1- 1 ) <2"2) (3 THRU 6-3) 
24t. ' (9"9)/ 

242, R03P1 TO R03P6 (1-1) (2"2> (3 THRU 6-3) (9-9)/ 

Q 243. ERICUSER (77-2) (ELSE-1)/ , 
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ill!! 



i 



Co 



ERIC 



?M , 
745 , 
?W . 
?M 
3 iR . 
3<t*» . 
?QO. 

?r>$ 
7r>? 

? r jr» 

7 r »7 

7*vi 
?r;r) 
7*1 
?r>? 
?G3 

3G4 

?GtV 

?r»r> 
7r>7 
2Gfl 

3 70 
37 1 
77? 
373 
274 
3 75 
77C» 
277 
378 
779 
290 
301 
3fl3 
393 
2d 1 
235 
29G 
287 
28B 
299 
390 
291 
292 
293 
394 
295 
296 
297 
298 
299 
300 
301 
302 
303 
304 



RQ120 (t THRU (6 THRU 10*9) (It THRU 20*3) 

(777*7) (000-B) (999-0) <EL51>4)/ 
«Q14,(0«1) <1.a«a) <3.4„&*3) (777*7) 

(OftO-Q) (099*9) (ELSE-4)/ 
RQ1G (1,2«1) (3*2) (4*3) <B,G*4) (9*9)/ 
R017 (1,2-1) (JO) <4<-3) (0-4) (G-3) (0.9-G)/ 
ROia (1.2*1) (3.4«2) (9-3) (7-4) (&*"■) 

( G, 11 THRU Hi99*G>/ 
R019 (1**) (2*2) (3*3) (4*4) (5*0) (G.9-G)/ 
R020 (1*1) <2«2) (3*3) <4-4) (9*0) <G*G> 

(7-7) (8*fl) ( K>,99-9)/ 
RQG <t*1) (2«2) (3*3) (4*4) (3 THRU » »*5) (77*7) 
(99*9) 



RECOOEO/ 
RECOOEO/ 
RECOOEO/ 



MINING VAItUF.S R04 il)f 

RQG (7.9)/ 
RQ2P1 TO RQ2P18~<9)/ 
R03P1 TO R03PB (9)/ 
RQ12B (7.9)/ 
POU (7,8.9)/ 
RQIG (9) 

VAR LABEL 5 R02P1 AOULT , CAREER ft VOCATNL EOUCATN. RECOOEO/ 

R02P2 COUNSELING ft PERSONNEL SERVICES, RECOOEO/ 
R02P3 EDUCATIONAL. MANAGEMENT. RECOOEO/ 
RQ2P4* ELEMENTARY ft EARLY CHI LORD EOUCTN, RECOOE/ 
R02P5 HANDICAPPED ft GIFTEO CHILDREN, RECOOEO/ 
R02PG HIGHER EDUCATION* RECOOEO/ 
R02P7 INFORMATION RESOURCES* RECOOEO/ 
RO2P0 JUNIOR COLLEGES* RECOOEO/ 
- R02P9 LANGUAGES » LINGUISTICS* RECOOEO/ 

R02P1Q READING ft COMMUNICATION SKILLS. RECOOEO/ 
R02P11 RURAL EDUCATION ft SMALL SCHOOLS* 
R02P12 SCIENCE, MATH ft ENVlRMNTL EOCTN* 
* R02P13 SOCIAL STUDIES* SOCL SCI EOUCTN* 

RQ2P14 TEACHER EDUCATION. RECOOEO/ 
R02P13 TESTS* MEASUREMENTS ft EVALUATN, RECOOEO/ 
R02P16 URBAN EDUCATION, RECOOEO/ 
R02P17 ERIC PROCESSING ft REFERENCE* RECOOEO/ 
R02P1B T?RIC OOCUMNT REPROOUCTN SERVICE* RECOOEO/ 
R03P1 RIE* RECOOEO/ 
x R03P2 s CljE, RECOOEO/ 

>R03P3 COM^UTfR SEARCHING OF ERIC, RECOOEO/ 
R03P4 ERIC MICROFICHE* RECOOEQ/ . 
R03PS ERIC PRINTED REPORT* FMECOOEO/ 
RQ^PG ERIC PRINTED BIBLIOGRAPHY* RECOOEO/ 
R03P7 ERIC REFERRAL SERVICE* RECOOEO/ 
R03P8 OTHER* RECOOEO/ 
RCT4 ERIC TYPE. RECOOEO/ 
ERICUSER ERIC USER/ 
R0123 DOCUMENT NUM. RECOOEO/ 
* ROM OTHER TIMES YOU HAD QUESTIONS* RECOOEO/ 

R01G AGE , RE COO ED/ 
RQ17 DEGREE* RECOOEO/ 
R018 EMPLOYER STATUS* RECOOEO/ 

R019 GREATEST TIME SPENT. RECOOEO/ 1 4 S 

R020 IHCOME* RECOOEO/ 

ROG HOW LEARNED DF ERIC. RCCOOEO/ 

VALUE LABELS R02P1 TO RQ2P18 ( t)NOT AWARE ( 2 ) AWARE BUT NO CONTACT 

<3>HAVE CONTACTED (9)N0 RESPONSE/ , 



m 

■ a 

MM 

■ H = 
I If 

1 1 

■ i; 
i r 

i M 

i ir 

r I . 
i H 



in 

334 
335 , 

337 . 
330 

339. 

:mo. 

31 I . 
3 12 

3-13, 

n m 



LIST CASES 
FREQUENCIES 

SAVF FIU 
F INI SH 



ft&3P1 TO ftQ3P6 (1UWARE~(2)AWAftE BUT NO CONTACT > 
(3)USEO (9)NO RESPONSE/ 

niU (1)AU <a)cuc <3)Eftic computer search 

(4>£ftIC MICROFICHE (5>EftIC PftlNTEO OOC 

(G)OTNEft (T)NOT APPLICABLE 

(O)OON'T KNOW OA NO RESPONSE/ 
PQG ( 1 > TEACHER OA EMPLOYER " 
<2)rilUNO (3)Ll0ftARY, ETC, STAtF 
(4>StLF SEARCH <5)0THEft 
(7JN(ir APPLICABLE iQlHQ ftESPoNSt/ 
CR ICUSEft (i)VES (3)NO/ 

RQIJfl (1)1*3 OOCS (2)6*10 OOCS < 3 ) 1 1 - 20 OOCS 
U)MOftE THAN 20, DOCS (T)NOT APPLICABLE 
(8>00N'T KNOW <9)N0 RESPONSE/ 
RQM ( t >NoNE (2)1 OA 2 JlMES (3)3-3 TIMES 
(4)G OA MOPE TIMES (T)NOT APPLICABLE 
(O)OON'T KNOW (9)N0 RESPONSE/ 
ftQJff (1)UW0Efi,33 (2)33 TO 44 (3)43 TO 54 

(4) 55 ANO OVEfi <9)N0 RESPONSE/ 

nan Ojassdciate degree oft less <2>8achelor's osgpee 
j3)MASTEft's decree (4)mastehs + postgho wk 

(5) OOCTOGATE ( 6 )OTHEft ANO NO RESPONSE/ 

nO IB (l)COLLEGE Oft UNIVERSITY (2)STATE GdVT AGENCY 
(3)L0CAL SCHOOL DlSTftlC ( 4 )ELEMENTAftY SCHOOL 
(S)SECONDAftY SCHOOL (6)DTHEft OA NO RESPONSE/ 

PQ13 ( 1 ) ADMINISTRATION (2)ftESEAftCH Oft EVALUTN 

(3)TEACHINQ Oft COUNSELG ( 4 ) INFOftMAT ION SUPPOftT 
(s)STUOENT (6 )OTHEft Oft NO. RESPONSE/ 

ft020 (1)$35,000 Oft MOftE (2)530,000 TO $34,999 

(3>$25.000 TO $29,999 (4>$20.000 TO $24,999 * 
(5)$15,000 TO $19,999 (6)510,000 TO $14,999 
(T)$5.000 TO $9,999 ( 8 ) UNDER $5.0000 
(9)N0 ANSWEft/ 

CASES*3T6/VAftIABLES«ALL 
GENERAL * ALL 

EftlCEOPl 
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* APPENDIX F 
COMPUTERIZATION OF THE 
RIE COST MODEL 



On the follwoing pages we display the initial write-up for the 
computerization of a model for calculating the cost for providing access 
to Resources in Education, While we had to abandon this approach because 
of the limitations of the database and its structure (i*e,, SPSS is set up 
for survey analysis and it woiild h^ve been necessary to impute for many 
missing values in order to implement this model), this is an example of 
,an approach which might be taken in the future to further analyze this 
database* 
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Computerization of the RIE Cost Model 



As part of our analysis of ERIC system costs* we computerized the 
calculation of access point costs for providing access to Resources in 
Education (RIE)* The reader should note that these costs, reflect the pro- 
vision of access and do not reflect other RIE-related costs such as document 
abstracting and Indexing* database preparation* printing, and distribution* 
Our goal was to examine coets incurred by the access points in their provi- 
sion of RIE to individual requestors* exclusive of any training activities 
which might be conducted at the access point level* 

The computation facilities of SPSS were used in developing this 
cost model* While SPSS is a general purpose statistical package* it does 
not possess the same facilities for modelling as would* for example* special 
software designed specifically for simulation and modelling*' Because of 
this, we have made certain simplifications and estimates in procedures which 
are outlined below. We present the details of computation here as an example 
of the further analysis which might fye conducted of the data in the Access 
Point Screener Survey database* 



Purpose of RIE Cost Model 

To determine the total annual cost of subscribing and providing 
access to RIE, and to (a) disaggregate 1 this cost by type of ERIC access point, 
and 4 (b) calculate a unit cost per access point for RIE* 



Model Components 

The components for the RIE Cost Model are the following: 
TOTCOST = ACQPROC + USERSUP + SUBPRI + OH 



where 



TOTCOST = Total cost' 

v 

ACQPROC = Annual labor cost for acquiring and processing monthly 
or semi-annual RIE' 

USERSUP = Annual labor cost for providing user support services 

. * 4 
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SUBPRI » Adjusted price for subscribing to monthly or semi-annual 
RIE 



- Administrative overhead coat, excluding fringe benefits, 
pension* hospitalization, and other labor overhead Items* 



Description of Input Variables 



ACQPROC \ 
ACQPROC « ((AxG)+(BxH)) 

i 

A * the number of monthly RIE subscriptions received by the access 
point (variable Q2P1A from the Access Point Screener Survey 
questionnaire), set do zero (0) If this variable has missing 
data * 

G « estimated annual unit labor cost for acquiring and processing 
the monthly RIE* Source: site visits to ERIC access points 
conducted during October and November of 1980* Values: 



B - the number of RIE seml>-annual subscriptions received by the 

access point (variable Q2P1B) , set to zero (0) If this variable 
has missing "data* 

H - estimated annual unit cost for acqulrlng r and-gro ceasing the 



$13*12 for ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility 
* 

$ 8*18 for Academic Access Points 
$16*83 for Other Access Points 




mi-annual RIE* Values used: 



$ 2*17 for ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility 
$ 1*83 for Academic Access Points 
$ A. OA for Other Access Points 
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t 



where 



where 



USERS UP 



USERS UP 



J m the summation of the hours of RIE user support per month times 
the hourly rates of each, from Section 8 of the Access Point 
Screener Survey (Q8P1A1A, Q8P1B1A, Q8P1C1A, Q8P1D1A, Q8P1E1A, 
Q8P1A2A, Q8P1B2A, Q8P1C2A, Q8P1D2A, and Q8P1E2A) times 12 (to 
annualize the monthly data provided in the screener) . When the 
Section 8 values were missing, average values were calculated 
and inserted as fPjlows: 



■ ERIC 
u Clearinghouses 

Employee fit Facility - 

Category Hourly Hrs. per Hourly * Hrs. per Hourly Hrs. per, 
rate * month ra£e r month. rate month 



Academic 
Access 
Points 



Other 

Access 

Points 



a) 


Information 
professional 


$11.73 


18.08 . 


$11. OA 


9.40 


$ 9.38 


11.92 


b) 


Education . 
professional 


$13.15 


8.25 * 


$11.01 


1.20 


$19. 48 


1.52 


a) 


Other 

professional 


$12.60 


17.70 


$ 7.95 


0.25 


$ 5.92 


1.56 


d) 


Technical or 
clerical 


$ 8.35 


15.46 


$ A .08 


5.63 


$ 5.66 


0.79 


e) 


Student 
employees n 


$ A. 10 


' 8.00, 


$ .2.71 


6.07 


$ 0.00 


0.00 



SOURCE: King Research, . Inc. , ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point 
Screener Survey, 19,81 



SUBPRI 



SUBPRI = ((AxE)+(BxF)) 



/ 



the number of monthly RIE subscriptions received by the access 
points (Q2P1A) 



p-i 
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E w estimated adjusted subscription price for the monthly RIE, based 
on* the fact that GPO^suppliea 1022 ftse subscriptions to Federal 
"Depositor Libraries* Source: the adjusted monthly RIE subscrip- 
tion price derived using the following formula:^ 

* t Adjusted i>rice te (Total subscriptions - 1022) x $42.70 

Total subscriptions 

Values : * 

j r 0 ,for ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility 

$28.39 for Academic and Other Access Points 

B ■ the number cTf serai-annual RIE subscriptions received by the access 
points (Q2P1B) 

% F * estimated adjusted subscription price for the serai-annual PIE, 

based on the fact that GPO supplies 1022 free subscriptions to 

■ Federal Depository libraries* Source: 

Adjusted Price « (Total subscriptions - 1022) x $15*00 

Total subscriptions 

Values: ' 

0 for ERIC Clearinghouses and Facility 

, $ 6*19 for Academic and Other Access Points 



OH (overhead) 



where 



OH ■ K((AxG)+(BxH)+J) 

K * the administrative overhead rate applied to salaries plus fringe 
benefits* Source: site visits to ERIC access points conducted 
during October and November 19S0 and data on overhead rates 
available from Clearinghouses* 

Values: 

31% for clearinghouses . 

54% for Academic and Other Access Points 

(AxG)+(BxH) = the total labor and labor-related overhead associated 
with RIE (monthly and semi-annual) acquisition and procession. 



ERIC 



J =* labor-relati^d 'user support costs 
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Calculation of Unit Costs 



Unit costs (RIEUNIT) for providing RIE are calculated as follows: 



where 



RIEUNIT - TOTCOST *f RIEREQ 



TOTCOST ■ Total access point cost, as calculated above 

RIEREQ Number of times per year RIE Is consulted by staff , cal- 
culated as 12 x Q2P3, where Q2P3 Is from the Screener 
^questionnaire and equals the number of times per month 
that RIE Is "consulted by access point staff for^ their own 
use or In response to Individual users* requests* When 
Q2P3 Is missing from a Screener, its value, is imputed by 
inserting the following average figures, derived from the 
Access Point Screener Survey: 

EklC Clearinghouses & Facility * 



1. 
2. 
3. 



Academic Access Points 
Other Access Points 



304 per mo* 
30 per mo* 
8 per mo* 



The Database Used for Calculations 

All Access Point Screener Survey questionnaire respondents received 
identical questionnaires with the exception of Section 8 which was "rotated"* 
That is, only those organizations sampled from the RIE subscriber list were^ 
asked for user support time and hourly rates for RIE by employee category; only 
those organizations sampled from the CUE subscriber list were asked about CUE; 
and so on* 

Of the initial 1,063 Screener questionnaires mailed out, 267 received 
the Section 8 devoted to RIE, One-hundred fifty-six responses were received and 
analyzed from this category. Of these 156 questionnaires, 144 supplied Section 8 
data for hourly rates and user support hours for RIE, as follows: 
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A* Number of 


b* Number ot 


l* weighting 










T^n r 1 frj t i 




Type of' 


Points in 


Points Supply- 


(A -f B) 




Access 


Population 


ing Section 8 






Point 


which Sub- 


Data 








scribe to 








* i 


RIE 






1. 


ERIC Clearinghouses & 


17 


17 


1 . 




Facility 








2. 


Academic Access Points 


1,566 


7 2 


21.75 


3. 


Other Access Points 


1,125 


55 


20.45 



Total 



2,708 



Not 
Calculated 



SOURCE: King Research, Inc., ERIC Cost and Usage Study, Access Point Screener 
Survey & Cost Analysis, 1981 



The weighting factor, C, was applied to "blow back" the survey-*observed values 
to the total values so that the tot^l across all three access ptfint types would 
more closely approximate the true totals* 



\ 
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In this appendix we give the methods used for calculating the 
weights for the access point screener survey and the requester survey. 



Access Point Screener Survey 



The access point screener survey presented a problem because of 



.the overlap of Information collected from a single questionnaire. It Is noted 
that the questionnaire used for the screener survey collected data about 
several categories of ERIC Information products and services provided by the 
respondent organization, plus training and publishing activities. This presented 



were chosen from one list (e.g., RI E subscribers) but they also reported cost 
and usage data related to other ERIC information products and services (i.e# t 
CUE , online search or documents). In fact, because of the overlap, we did not 
know the total number of access points even though we knew the total number of 
access points that handle each of the specific ERIC information products and 
services . 

In order to cope with the overlap problem we derived an equation 
which provides an initial estimate of the number of access points, cost and 
usage for each level of overlap. For example, we will be sampling from six 
lists as follows: 



a problem la making estimates of total tost and usage, since some organizations 



<n 

(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 



RIE subscribers 



Standing order customer^ from the Directory of ERIC 
Microfiche Collections 



Directory of ERIC Search Services 
EDRS deposit accounts 



CUE subscribers 



EDRS demand order customers 



G-l 




There are ^ ^ ^Cj (where j - L f 2, . ** f 6) mutually exclusive and exhauotive 

combinations of overlap that must be computed independently in order to 
estimate the total number of access points as well as cost and usage data* 

The general equation used for estimation of totals from the 63 
combinations of overlapped strata is: 



]C N i X) X ij 

h X, -i • 



where: (1) X is the estimated total for the entire population 
across h strata: h = 1, 2,. *.*, 63 

(2) is the total access points found in the ith 
lis£: i = 1, 2, 6 

(3) n^ is the number of sampled access points from the 
1th list: i « 1, 2, 6 « 

(A) is the jth observation (e.g* f cost, usage, or 

0, 1 for access point) from the samples taken from 
the ith list: i « 1, 2 f 6 and j « l f 2, n^ 

In the example below we have observed the number of access points that receive 
and/or handle each of the four ERIC information product and service categories* 

Here is mere ly the number of access points observed in the ith over- 

lapped stratum* In the screener survey, the j X 4 , could be number of requests, 



cost or other such observed variable. 

*■ 
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KcqucfJtor Survey 



The requestor survey presented a different kind of problem concerning 
calculation of wcightc* The requestor ourvcy consisted of requestors who made 
rcqucottt that were: 

(1) Assisted by access point staff members* 

(2) Performed by the access point staff* and 

(3) Performed by the requestor without assistance. 

In this instance we wanted to take .advantage of the fact that we had estimates 
of the total (annual) staff and assisted requests made in each of the sampled* 
access points and* hence* good estimates of the population totals of number of 
requests* Using this knowledge the weights were calculated by the following 
ratio estimation method: 

Assisted Request Weight (within an access point) « 

. T T f , , 

i\ ap(a) 

r 

a 



Z 



ap (a) 



where: (1) is the estimate of total requests that are assisted 

by access point staff 



/ > 



) T' * ^ is the specified annual number of requests from 

the ith access point (summed over actual reponses). The 

estimate is adjusted by (n /n + n ) where n is 'number of 
J J a a s a 

assisted requests and.n is number of staff requests (reported 

s i 

on the primary survey request card) v 

(For document requests the adjustment was [n /n + n + n ]) 

a a s u 
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(3) r in the number of asuioted roqucutn responded to 

from the ith accoiifi point (requentor survey questionnaire) 

Staff Request Weight (within an acceas point) ** ' 

T T* 

si ap (ft) 

r 

G 



ap(s) 



where: (1) T & is the estimate of totfal requests by ataff by access 
point * 



(2) T f f * is the specified number of requests from the ith 

access point* The estimate is adjusted by (n /n + n ) 

s a c 

where n and n and defined above 
q ■ s 



(3) r g is the number of staff requests responded to froa the 



ith access point 



It is noted that the above method for calculations of weights 
provide an automatic means of accounting for non-responses and for missing 
items on responses. 

The means of estimating weights for unassisted requests has a 
further complication in that we do not have estimates -for the population totals 
for the number of unassisted requests* However, we do have an estimate of 
the annual number o£ unassisted^ assisted and staff requests for the access 
points chosen in the survey (i*e*, frqm the access point follow-up survey)'* 
Utilizing these data t we came up with the following equation for calculating 
weights to use, for unassisted requests. This equation is as follows: ^ 
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Unnsjiisted Hequr&t: JJeiftht ' (within an acceaj point) 



T" 



ap (u) 



T 1 
ap(u) 



where* (I) is the estimate of total requests that are 
unassisted 



(2) T^p^ u ) is the specified annual number of requests 

from the ith access point- The estimate Is adjusted 

(n /n + n ) where n is number of unassisted 
u a s u 

requests reported on the primary survey request card 

(3) r^ is the number of unassisted requests responded tot- 

from t the ith access point (requestor survey questionnaire)- 



as follows 



The total number of weights calculated for the requestor survey Is 



9 

IMC 



RLE 

CL 
AC 

Other 



CUE 

CL 
AC 

Other 



Searches 

CL 
AC 

Other 



Doc's 

CL ' 

AC 

Other 



101 



Assist 

11 
10 
_1 
22 



18 



15 
41 
12 
68 



li 

5 
41 

149 



Unas s 1st 

1 

2 
6 



2 
5 
2 
9 



1 
2 

6 



10 
_1 

16 

37 



Staff 

2 
3 
2 
7 



27 



Total 

16 
14 

35 



11 
■13 



33 



19 

47 

II 
83 



19 
35 

JL 

' .62 

213 
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